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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 1955 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in the committee room of the 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Hon. Wayne N. 
Aspinall (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will now be in session 
for the consideration of H. R. 4663, introduced by our chairman, Mr. 
ooo to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the Trinity River division, Central Valley project, 
California, under Federal reclamation laws. 

(The bill is as follows :) 


[H. R. 4663, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain 
the Aeinity River division, Central Valley project, California, under Federal reclamation 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, for the principal purpose of increasing 
the supply of water available for irrigation and other beneficial uses in the 
Central Valley of California, the Secretary of the Interior, acting pursuant to 
the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts 
amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), is authorized to construct, oper- 
ate, and maintain, as an addition to an integral part of the Central Valley project, 
California, the Trinity River division consisting of a major storage reservoir 
on the Trinity River with a capacity of two million five hundred thousand acre- 
feet, a conveyance system consisting of tunnels, dams, and appurtenant works 
to transport Trinity River water to the Sacramento River and provide, by means 
of storage as necessary, such control and conservation of Clear Creek flows as 
the Secretary determines proper to carry out the purposes of this Act, hydro- 
electric powerplants with a total generating capacity of approximately two 
hundred thirty-three thousand kilowatts, and such elecric transmission facilities 
as may be required to deliver the output of said powerplants to other facilities 
of the Central Valley project and to furnish energy in Trinity County. The 
works authorized to be constructed shall also include a conduit or canal extending 
from the most practicable point on the Sacramento River near Redding in an 
easterly direction to intersect with Cow Creek, with such pumping plants, regu- 
latory reservoirs, and other appurtenant works as may be necessary to bring 
about maximum beneficial use of project water supplies in the area. 

Sec. 2. Subject to the provisions of this Act, the operation of the Trinity 
River division shall be integrated and coordinated, from both a financial and 
an operational standpoint, with the operation of other features of the Central 
Valley project, as presently authorized and as may in the future be authorized 
by Act of Congress, in such manner as will effectuate the fullest, most beneficial, 
and most economic utilization of the water resources hereby made available: 
Provided, That the Secretary is authorized and directed to adopt appropriate 


1 














2 TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


measures to insure the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife, includ- 
ing, but not limited to, the maintenance of the flow of the Trinity River below the 
diversion point at not less than one hundred and fifty cubic feet per second for 
the months July through November and the flow of Clear Creek below the diver- 
sion point at not less than fifteen cubic feet per second unless the Secretary and 
the California Fish and Game Commission determine and agree that lesser 
flows would be adequate for maintenance of fish life and propagation thereof ; 
the Secretary shall also allocate to the preservation and propagation of fish and 
wildlife, as provided in the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), an appro- 
priate share of the costs of constructing the Trinity River development and of 
operating and maintaining the same, such costs to be nonreimbursable. 

Sec. 3. Contacts for the sale and delivery of the additional electric energy 
available from the Central Valley project power system as a result of the con- 
struction of the plants herein authorized and their integration with that system 
shall be made in accordance with preferences expressed in the Federal reclama- 
tions laws: Provided, That a first preference, to the extent of 25 per centum of 
such additional energy, shall be given, under reclamation law, to preference 
customers in Trinity County, California, for use in that county, who are ready, 
able and willing, within twelve months after notice of availability by the Secre- 
tary, to enter into contracts for the energy: Provided further, That Trinity 
County preference customers may exercise their option on the same date in 
each successive fifth year providing written notice of their intention to use the 
energy is given to the Secretary not less than six months prior to said date. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to make payments, from construction 
appropriations, to Trinity County, California, of such substantial additional costs 
of government as are incurred by it during the period of actual construction of 
the development and as are found by the Secretary to be properly attributable 
to and occasioned by said construction and to constitute an undue burden upon 
the county, including but not limited to (1) police, hospital, and welfare facilities, 
(2) the repair, maintenance, and replacement of existing roads, and (3) the 
establishment of new roads, meeting standards adopted by the American Asso- 
ciation of State Highway Officials, which give access to the areas and com- 
munities adjacent to the project and reservoir sites, which roads shall include, 
though not be limited to, those giving the shortest practicable route from 
Weaverville to Lewiston, Weaverville to the vicinity of Trinity Center, and 
from the vicinity of Trinity Center to Tower House. Construction of said 
roads shall proceed and be completed expeditiously consistent with the construc- 
tion and completion of said project. The Secretary is authorized to make such 
payments in advance based on the reasonable anticipated additional costs of 
county government, but the total payments over the construction period shall 
not exceed the total actual additional costs as heretofore provided. The Secre- 
tary is further authorized and directed to pay to Trinity County annually an 
in-lieu taxpayment out of the appropriations during construction and from the 
gross revenues of the project during operation an amount equal to the annual 
tax rate of the county applied to the value of the real property and improve- 
ments taken for project purposes in Trinity County, said value being deter- 
mined as of the date such property and improvements are taken off the tax rolls. 
Payments to the public-school districts in the project area affected by construc- 
tion activities shall be made pursuant to existing law. 

Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of 
the Trinity River division $225,000,000, plus or minus such amounts, if any, as 
may be justified by reason of ordinary fluctuations in construction costs as indi- 
cated by engineering cost indexes applicable to the type of construction involved 
herein, and, in addition thereto, such sums as may be required to carry out the 
provisions of section 4 of this Act and to operate and maintain the said develop- 
ment. 


Mr. Asprnaut. I have had handed to me this morning a report from 
the Department under date of April 12, 1955, addressed to Congress- 
man Engle, which is a report on H. R. 105, which bill incorporates the 
provisions of H. R. 4663, together with the legislation having to do 
with the San Luis unit of the West San Joaquin division. 

As I understand it, inasmuch as this report covers the Trinity pro- 
ject of the Trinity River division of the Central Valley project, it is 
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in order at this time, and without objection it will be made a part of 
the record, as to that part of the report having to do with the Trinity 
River division. 

Is there any objection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The report is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington D. C., April 12, 1955. 
Hon, Cratrk ENGIE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives Washington D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Encte: You have requested a report from this Department on 
H. R. 105, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain as additions to the Central Valley project, California, the Trinity 
River division and the San Luis unit of the West San Joaquin division. 

As an interim response to this request, there are enclosed copies of our pro- 
posed report on the Trinity River division, Central Valley project, California, 
dated January 19, 1955, and of two attachments to that report entitled “Supple- 
mentary Report, Trinity River Division, Central Valley Project, California” 
and “Addendum to Supplementary Report * * * Trinity River Division, Central 
Valley Project, California,” dated March 1954 and January 1955, respectively. 
These documents are now before officials of the States of California and Oregon 
and of various Federal agencies for review. After their review has been com- 
pleted and the comments received have been considered here, we will be in a 
position to advise you more fully than we now can with respect to the Trinity 
River division portion of H. R. 105. Our final report on the portion of the bill 
dealing with the San Luis unit of the West San Joaquin division of the project 
will necessarily be somewhat further delayed. A planning report on that de- 
velopment is now in preparation. Until it has been completed and reviewed by 
the State of California and by interested Federal agencies, we will not be in a 
position to do more than furnish a sketch of this proposed development to your 
committee. 

The physical plan for development of the Trinity River division is set forth 
in the attached report thereon. It is unnecessary, therefore, to repeat it here. 
Suffice it to say that the works which would be authorized if H. R. 105 is enacted 
in its present form are, for the most part, those contemplated in our report. 
One exception is the Redding-Cow Creek works covered in H. R. 105, page 2, 
lines 16 to 23. Detailed investigations on the feasibility of these proposed works 
have not been made: We can only report at this time that such studies as have 
been made indicate that to provide water service to the area involved at a price 
the water users could afford to pay would require a considerable but as yet 
indeterminate amount of financial assistance. Another possible exception is the 
single-purpose hydroelectric works of the Trinity division. A firm conclusion 
has not yet been reached on the relative merits of Federal construction and of 
non-Federal construction of these works. If it should be concluded that it would 
be more desirable for these works to be undertaken by a non-Federal agency 
than by the Government, or to leave the question of the proper construction 
agency to be decided later, the text of H. R. 105 could be amended accordingly. 

The need for the additional water supplies which construction of the Trinity 
division, either under its existing authorization (H. Doc. 53, 88d Cong.) or 
under the enlarged authorization contemplated in H. R. 105 and in our report 
of January 19 is emphasized by the congressional authorization of the Sacra- 
mento Valley Canals as part of the Central Valley project (act of September 
26, 1950, 64 Stat. 1036). It is anticipated that full development of the Sacra- 
mento canals unit, which is now under construction, will require diverted Trinity 
River division water. This was pointed out in the Department’s report on the 
unit (H. Doe. No. 73, 883d Cong.) wherein it was stated that “ * * * the Trinity 
River division works are required as a physical means of providing the water 
supply needed over the long run for the Sacramento canals unit” (p. vii) and 
that “ * * * The Sacramento canals unit has engineering feasibility on the basis 
that the Trinity River division, upon which the canals unit is dependent for a 
firm water supply * * * will be authorized and constructed” (p. xi). In 
addition the importance of imported water to the San Joaquin River Basin, 
where large areas are experiencing an alarming drop in the ground water table 
as a result of pumping, cannot be overemphasized. 
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The following listing shows those facilities which in the presently proposed 
plan are different from the plan on which the existing authorization was based. 
All features not listed are essentially the same under the two plans. 





Feature New plan Previous plan 
Wetelty TA TE, 5. bib citdleccinconinctibeiniiiiomnaedian 2,500,000 acre-feet_.} 1,800,000 acre-feet. 
Trinity pomeree, SEE CO ii ariicncnuauiednuncunsioal 90,000 kilowatts_--_}] 75,000 kilowatts. 
Steam plant and subsidiary remounienioes PO cntancdvacadas Pe Rensawiacsednl 70,000 kilowatts. 


The changes in the facilities from those previously recommended have re- 
sulted from additional information and from suggestions made by public agencies 
which commented on the earlier report. On an average annual basis, the some- 
what expanded plan would divert 704,000 acre-feet of Trinity River water to the 
Sacramento River Basin. When coordinated with the Central Valley project 
system, it would provide 1,190,000 acre-feet for additional use in the Central 
Valley project. (Comparable figures for the previous plan are 660,000 acre-feet 
and 1,010,000 acre-feet, respectively.) Of these 1,190,000 acre-feet, 665,000 acre- 
feet would be used to meet the ultimate needs of 205,400 net acres in the au- 
thorized Sacramento canals unit of the Central Valley project and 525,000 acre- 
feet would be available for use on other lands in the Central Valley such as 
those of the potential San Luis unit. The new total installed hydroelectric 
power capacity contemplated by H. R. 105 and our report would be 233,000 kilo- 
watts as compared to 218,000 kilowatts under the old plan. It is expected that this 
larger installed capacity of 233,000 kilowatts will increase the Central Valley 
project energy by 1,067,000,000 kilowatt hours annually. 

The Trinity River division would be integrated physically and financially with 
the Central Valley project. All reimbursable costs would be repaid within 50 
years after the last feature of the division is constructed. The estimated cost 
of the Trinity River division based on January 1954 prices is $219,280,000, as- 
suming that the Federal Government builds the power facilities. Under the 
alternative plan for non-Federal construction of these facilities, the Govern- 
ment’s cost of constructing the Trinity River division is estimated at approxi- 
mately $154,400,000. Substantially these entire amounts would be reimbursable. 
Both of them include $215,000 for minimum recreation facilities which we recom- 
mended be provided at Trinity and Lewiston Reservoirs but they do not include 
the amounts required for the acquisition of approximately 1,200 acres of land 
adjacent to the reservoir areas primarily for recreation purposes and principally 
in connection with the provision of the minimum facilities. They also include 
$47,000 for fish protection facilities. Both of these items should be treated as 
nonreimbursable. Further consideration will be given to the fish and wildlife 
allocation at the time of preparation of the definite plan report in light of the 
applicable policies and provisions of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). 

Public hearings have disclosed the large majority of California interests 
recognize the value of adding the Trinity River division to the Central Vailey 
project and are anxious that the division be constructed. The few opposed in- 
terests who reside downstream in the Klamath River Basin are concerned over 
their future water needs. Our studies, however, indicate that the proposed di- 
version would utilize only a small percentage of the water now wasting into the 
Pacific Ocean from the Klamath River watershed. These studies also disclose 
that the relatively small amount of water that would be diverted would not 
affect future development of either the Trinity River Basin or the Klamath 
River Basin downstream since water in those areas would be more than adequate 
to satisfy future needs. The Trinity division’s ratio of primary benefits to total 
cost is 1.86 to 1. Total benefits resulting from the development would outweigh 
the cost in a ratio of 3.31 to 1. 

The fishery resources of Trinity River are an asset to the Trinity River Basin 
as well as the whole northern coastal area. Accordingly, the Trinity River 
development has been and should be planned with a view to maintaining and 
improving fishery conditions. The schedule of water releases for Trinity River 
flow below Lewiston diversion dam and for Clear Creek flow below Tower House 
diversion dam used in House Document No. 53, 83d Congress, was recommended 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service and accepted by this Department. House 
Document No. 147, 83d Congress, indicates that the California Department of 
Fish and Game concurs, in substance, in that recommendation. 
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The flows set out in House Document No. 53, however, are not the same as 
those prescribed in section 2 of H. R. 105. The flow schedule proposed by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service is predicated on the seasonal needs of the fishery 
resources. Since flows should vary in accordance with estimated requirements, 
the Service-proposed flow schedule is preferable to the flat minimum-flow require- 
ment for the months of July through November below Lewiston diversion dam 
prescribed in H. R. 105, and it is desirable that the minimum flows adopted by 
the Department for other periods of the year be incorporated in the legislation. 
Room should also be left in any legislation that is enacted for modification in 
the light of experience. Since the Secretary of the Interior will necessarily be 
charged with overall responsibility for the project, including particularly its 
financial aspects, it is our belief that it must also be his responsibility to deter- 
mine, in accordance with statutory standards laid down by Congress and after 
consultation with appropriate State officials, what modification if any should 
be made. We suggest, therefore, that the language of the proviso beginning on 
page 3, line 24 of the bill be modified to read as follows: 

“Provided, That the Secretary is authorized and directed to adopt, with respect 
to the Trinity River division, measures which, in his judgment, are appropriate 
to insure the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife including, but 
not limited to, the maintenance of the flow of the Trinity River below Lewiston 
diversion dam and the flow of Clear Creek below Tower House diversion dam 
in accordance with schedules set forth on pages 77 and 79 of House Document 
No. 53, 83d Congress, unless, after consultation with the California Fish and 
Game Commission, he determines that different flows would be adequate for 
maintenance of fish life and the propagation thereof. The Secretary shall 
allocate to the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife an appropriate 
share of the cost of constructing the Trinity River development, as provided 
in the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), and of operating and maintaining 
the same, such costs to be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable.” 

In view of the inclusion of basic recreational facilities in the Trinity River 
plan, it is suggested that a new section be added to H: R. 105 after its present 
section 3 to read as follows: 

“Sec. —. The Secretary is authorized to investigate, plan, construct, operate, 
and maintain minimum basic facilities for access to, and for the maintenance of 
public health and safety and the protection of public property on, lands with- 
drawn or acquired for the development of the Trinity River division and the San 
Luis unit projects, to conserve the scenery and the natural, historic, and arche- 
ologic objects, and to provide for public use and enjoyment of the same and of 
the water areas created by these developments by such means as are consistent 
with their primary purposes. The Secretary is authorized to withdraw from 
entry or other disposition under the public land laws such public lands as are 
necessary for the construction, operation, and maintenance of said minimum 
basic facilities and for the other purposes specified in this section and to dispose 
of such lands to Federal, State and local governmental agencies by lease, trans- 
fer, exchange, or conveyance upon such terms and conditions as will best promote 
their development and operation in the public interest. The Secretary is further 
authorized to investigate the need for acquiring other lands for said purposes and 
to report thereon to the Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, but no lands shall be acquired solely for any of 
these purposes other than access to project lands and the maintenance of public 
health and safety and the protection of public property thereon without further 
authorization by the Congress. All costs incurred pursuant to this section shall 
be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable.” 

Section 3 of the bill deals with a preferred right on the part of customers in 
Trinity County to purchase a portion of the increased output of the Central 
Valley project made possible by the Trinity River development powerplants. If 
the San Luis unit is authorized, the energy available for commercial sale from 
the Central Valley project power system, even including a Government-built 
Trinity power development, will be decreased below its output without Trinity 
and San Luis. This decrease will result from the use of energy for San Luis 
pumping loads. In this circumstance, the preference expressed in section 3 of 
the bill will be meaningless. If, on the other hand, the San Luis unit is not con- 
structed, there will be a significant increase in the amount of power available 
for commercial sale and the preference will be important. From an administra- 
tive viewpoint, the provision giving Trinity County preference customers a right 
to exercise an option to purchase project power in each successive fifth year upon 
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6 months’ prior notice would impose restrictions on alternative sales to other 
markets at firm rates. The 6 months’ notice provision should, we believe, be 
changed to not less than 30 months in order that interim purchasers of power 
could be provided adequate notice in which to arrange for power from alternative 
sources, 

Section 4 of the bill would, in addition to authorizing appropriations for con- 
struction of the Trinity River development, provide that such appropriations 
and gross revenues from the development shall be available and used for in-lieu- 
of-tax payments to Trinity County and for payments to the county for certain 
additional costs of government, including police, school, hospital, and welfare 
facilities and for the repair, maintenance, and replacement of roads and estab- 
lishment of new roads. We question the wisdom of some of the items and the 
desirability of imposing on the Trinity development terms more onerous than or 
different from those generally applying to other reclamation projects. 

More particularly, it appears to us that the matter of payments to Trinity 
County in lieu of taxes should await consideration by the Congress of general 
legislation establishing Federal policy with respect to payments to States and 
local governments on account of real property and improvements thereon. Such 
legislation is proposed in various bills now pending before the Congress. It will 
be possible at that time to weigh the general question of the benefits of Federal 
construction activities to local communities against their added costs. Sim- 
ilarly, we question the provisions of section 4 insofar as they would charge to 
the Trinity River developments, and thus to California water and power users, 
the cost of new roads that are not required for project purposes or to replace 
existing roads damaged or destroyed by the project. Such a requirement would 
extend the liability of the United States beyond the present requirements of law. 

While, as has already been indicated, we are currently preparing a feasibility 
report on the San Luis unit and cannot recommend its authorization at this time, 
it may be helpful to your committee to have a sketch of our present information 
with respect to it. 

Our studies to date indicate that, as an addition to the Central Valley project, 
the San Luis unit is feasible both from an engineering and financial viewpoint. 
Its water supply would be obtained in part from surplus winter flows of the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers that now waste into the ocean and in part 
from water made available as a result of the Trinity River diversion. 

New Federal facilities as presently contemplated would consist of the San 
Luis Dam, Reservoir and pumping plant, San Luis Canal, Pleasant Valley pump- 
ing plan, Pleasant Valley Canal, relift pumps and necessary electric transmission 
system. 

San Luis Reservoir, the principal storage facility for the San Luis unit, would 
be filled primarily by pumping water from the Delta-Mendota Canal during 
winter months. Water stored in San Luis Reservoir and pumped directly into 
San Luis Canal would be used to supply 440,000 acres of productive land on 
the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. Much of this area is now in urgent 
need of additional water supply because of the rapid lowering of existing ground 
water supplies. Urgently needed municipal water would also be made available 
by this development. 

It is currently estimated that the required Federal expenditure for the San 
Luis unit would amount to approximately $229 million, all of which would be 
reimbursable. Through financial integration with the Central Valley project, 
the enlarged project would show payout of all reimbursable features within 
50 years after completion of construction of the San Luis features. 

We are informed that there is a particular urgency for your committee to 
have this report and that hearings on the Trinity River division will commence 
April 18. In view thereof, this report is being submitted prior to clearance 
through the Bureau of the Budget and we are not in a position to advise you 
concerning its relation to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 


TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


FreD G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair understands that we have with us today 
Assistant Secretary, Mr. Aandahl; and the Commissioner of Recla- 
mation, Mr, Dexheimer; who have suggested that it would be all right 
for us to proceed with the out-of-town representatives and call upon 
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them later for their statements for the Department and the Bureau. 
Is that correct, gentlemen / 

Mr. Dexuerter. Yes. 

Mr. Aanpanu. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Accordingly, that will be our order of business. 

Before calling the w itnesses, the Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from California, Mr. Engle, if he wishes to make any statement at 
this an 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Chairman, I will defer my statement to a later 
time in deference to the witnesses here from out of town. We thought 
that today we would hear the technical witnesses who are in here from 
the Bureaus regional office, with reference to the details of the project ; 
tomorrow those witnesses who are in here from the local area, to add to 
and supplement the testimony presented to a 10-member subcommittee 
in April of last year on a hearing on this same project in Redding; 
with Friday being reserved for the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to pre- 
sent its proposal which it has made with reference to the purchase of 
falling water and the construction of the power facilities. 

Because of the limitation of time and because we only have 3 days 
to take care of these out-of-town witnesses, it would occur to me, Mr. 
Chairman, that it would be appropriate to proceed with them first. As 
indicated, there are three classifications of witnesses. There are the 
Department witnesses from out of town, the local witnesses from out 
of town from the local area, and the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. repre- 
sentatives. If we will have to hold additional hearings or take addi- 
tional time to hear the other Department witnesses who are here, I 
assume we can do that. 

I do want to call the attention of the committee members to one other 
thing. I hope we will get more committee members here shortly. We 
are just winding up our Easter recess, which accounts for the dearth 
of members here at the table. 

If the members will take a look at the memorandum prepared by 
the committee staff, they will observe it is a general outline of the 
physical features and legislative status of this project. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I request the privilege of reserving the 
balance of my time and suggest that the first witness be called. 

Mr. Asprv att. Unless there is objection it will be so ordered. It is 
so ordered. 

Unless there is objection the procedure as suggested by our chairman 
will be followed for the hearings today, tomorrow, and Fri day. Hear- 
ing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. AsprnaLu. Unless there is objection, the committee will meet 


at 2 p. m. this afternoon to hear the witnesses of this morning, if addi- 
tional questioning is necessary; and, if those witnesses are not needed, 
then we shall hear from Governor Aandah] and Commissioner Dex- 
heimer. 

The first witness will be Clyde H. Spencer, regional director, Bureau 
of Reclamation, Sacramento, Calif. He will be accompanied by A. N. 
Murray, regional planning engineer, Bureau of Reclamation, Sacra- 
mento, C alif, 

Mr. Spencer, do you each have statements ? 
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STATEMENTS OF CLYDE H. SPENCER, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, SACRAMENTO, CALIF.; AND A. N. 
MURRAY, REGIONAL PLANNING ENGINEER, BUREAU OF RECLA- 
MATION, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


Mr. Srencer. I have the only statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is objection we shall hear the statement 
by Mr. Spencer in full and reserve our questioning for Mr. Spencer and 
Mr. Murray to the end of Mr. Spencer’s statement. Hearing no objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 

We are glad to have you gentlemen before our committee. You 
may be seated and you may proceed with your statement, Mr. Spencer. 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, with the committee’s permission I 
would like to make a brief introductory statement-outlining the way 
in which the Trinity River project fits in as a logical next step in 
the development of the water resources of the Central Valley Basin. 
After the statement I would be pleased to answer any questions that 
the committee may have. 

The Central Valley project was first authorized as a Federal Recla- 
mation project by the Congress in 1937, act of August 26, 1937, (50 
Stat. 850). The initial features of the Central Valley project are 
shown on this map, and consist of Shasta and Keswick dams and 
owerplants, the Delta Cross-Channel, Contra Costa Canal, and Delta- 

fendota Canal, and Friant Dam, Friant-Kern Canal and Madera 
Canal in the San Joaquin Valley. Backbone transmission lines ade- 
quate to convey the output of Shasta and Keswick plants to the vicinity 
of Tracy where our largest pumping load is located also were author- 
ized. These works are now completed and in operation. 

In 1940, project was reauthorized by Congress to provide for con- 
struction of distribution systems, which are now completed or under 
construction. 

Friant Dam, Friant-Kearn Canal, and Madera Canal, located on 
the San Joaquin River, were designed to regulate and convey San 
Joaquin River water to areas of serious water shortage on the east 
side of that valley. Friant Dam also provides space for flood control. 
Since owners of a large area on the lower west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley had already established rights to use of San Joaquin River 
water, before vater could be impounded at Friant, it was necessary to 
construct a conveyance facility to bring Sacramento River water to 
Mendota Pool at the end of the Delta-Mendota Canal as a substitute 
supply. The Delta-Mendota Canal serves this purpose. In the late 
fail, winter and spring months, water for that canal is obtained from 
natural flow entering the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. During 
the summer months this is supplemented by releases of storage from 
Shasta Reservoir. Shasta Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant, and the 
companion Keswick Dam and powerplant are the principal initial 
project features in the Sacramento Valley. 

In addition to the important San Joaquin Valley irrigation service, 
the initially authorized features of the project make possible a large 
amount of new irrigation in the Sacramento Valley, improve naviga- 
tion along the Sacramento River, control floods, and hold ocean salin- 
ity back from the delta area. 
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By the time World War II ended, it was obvious that the then 
authorized features of the project were hopelessly inadequate to meet 
the very large demands for water brought about by California’s and 
the Nation’s increasing population. The Congress therefore author- 
ized the American River development in October of 1949 (63 Stat. 
852), which incorporated into the Central Valley project, Folsom 
Dam and Reservoir, Folsom powerplant, Sly Park project, and Nimbus 
Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant, together with a high voltage trans- 
mission line to connect the American River plants to the backbone 
Central Valley project lines at Elverta. These works are under con- 
struction now and are scheduled to be completed in 1955. 

In September of 1950, the Congress again authorized additional 
works as parts of the Central Valley project when the Sacramento 
eanals unit was added to the project (64 Stat. 1036). These canals 
will convey water to approximately 205,000 acres of land in the Sacra- 
mento Valley. Design work on the canals is now in progress. We 
anticipate initiating construction as soon as the formation of irriga- 
tion districts, now under way, moves ahead so that adequate repayment 
contracts can be secured. 

The committee will note that in four separate enactments—in 1937, 
1940, 1949, and 1950—the Congress has authorized construction of 
major dams, canals, powerplants, and pumping plants to aid in pro- 

ressive development of Central Valley water resources. The present 

1earing is one of many which this and other committees of the Con- 
gress have held to consider ways of expanding the project to meet the 
chronic water shortage in this area. 

From 1942 to 1950 the Bureau of Reclamation carried out a substan- 
tial project planning program in the Trinity River project as a pos- 
sible part of the Central Valley project. These studies were con- 
summated in reports which are presented in House Document 53, 83d 
Congress, 1st session. In that document, the former Secretary of the 
Interior presented to the Congress a finding of feasibility made pur- 
suant to section 9 (a) of the 1939 Reclamation Act, as amended. 
Comments of the State of California on the Secretary’s proposed re- 
port are set forth in House Document 147, 83d Congress, Ist session. 
In transmitting the views of the State of California on the report, the 
Director of Public Works of the State viewed the Trinity River unit 
as engineeringly and economically feasible and recommended it be 
constructed at the earliest practicable date. 

Based on our thorough investigations, it seems to me that the Trin- 
ity River unit is a logical addition to the Central Valley project in 
the development of the water resources of the Central Valley Basin. 
The basic elements of the plan are simple. They are the same as 
those proposed by previous investigators, including the State division 
of water resources, the Federal Power Commission, and the Corps of 
Engineers. The area involved is shown on this map of the north 
coastal area of California. 

The Klamath River Basin, of which the Trinity is a part, is one of 
the largest basins in California from the standpoint of water avail- 
ability. Studies of the State Division of Water Resources of Califor- 
nia show that nearly 40 percent of all the runoff of the entire State 
occurs in the Klamath River Basin. Annual precipitation in the area 
often reaches 80 to 100 inches. 
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A nearly infinite number of routes exist through which water can 
be conveyed from a large reservoir on the Trinity River to the Sacra- 
mento River w atershed, The plan presented in my report of July 
1954, to the Commissioner is a sound one, is workable, and demon- 
strates feasibility. Obviously it may change in detail as further field 
investigations show w ays of improving the project or saving on costs. 
The features suggested consist of a dam and reservoir on the Trinity 

above Lewiston with a capacity of 2,500,000 acre-feet to conserve 
and regulate Trinity River flows; a small dam at Lewiston through 
which all water needed downstream can be released, while at the same 
time serving as a diversion dam to turn surplus water toward the 
Sacramento Valley on the east; 2 tunnels to convey the surplus water ; 
4 powerplants at appropriate points to take advantage of the 1,500- 
foot drop between the Trinity and Sacramento Rivers; and backbone 
transmission lines to carry the power to the south. Water entering 
the Sacramento River would be brought in above the existing Keswick 
Reservoir, thus increasing the output. of Keswick pow erplant without 
any additional expense, 

Operation of the Trinity River division would permit, on an average 
annual basis, the diversion of over 700,000 acre-feet of Trinity water 
to the Sacramento River Basin which, when coordinated with the 
Central Valley project system, would provide an additional 1,190,000 
acre-feet of water on an irrigation schedule for use in the Central 
Valley project. Of this quantity, 665,000 acre-feet would be used 
annually to meet the ultimate needs of 205,000 net acres in the au- 
thorized Sacramento canals unit of the Central Valley project and 
525,000 acre-feet annually would be available for use on other lands 
in the Central Valley. The total installed hydroelectric power capacity 
proposed in the report would be 233,000 kilowatts, which will yield 
an increase in Central Valley project energy of 1,067 million kilowatt- 
hours annually. 

In proposing a project which would take water from one of the 
coastal basins and bring it into the Central Valley Basin, we have been 
acutely aware of the importanc e of not depriving the basin of or igin 
of water which it needs now or will ever need. Our plans contemplate 
making available ample water to meet the needs of the Trinity River 
Basin. One important local water need is for an adequate supply of 
water of favorable temperature for fish life. In planning the project, 
we have relied upon detailed studies by the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
which have been reviewed carefully by the State fish and game com- 
mission, in arriving at quantities of water which should be released 
to flow on down the channel of the Trinity River for preservation of 
fish. ‘These releases, incidentally, will meet any consumptive require- 
ments within the downstream basins. The basic operating criterion 
has been one of meeting these minimum downstream requirements as 
a first order of priority; all other requirements have been made sec- 
ondary. 

Planned operating criteria are such that extreme low-water flows 
throughout the lower Trinity and Klamath Rivers would be improved, 
while water would be stored in Trinity Reservoir or diverted to the 
Sacremento only at times when large quantities are flowing in the lower 
Trinity from other sources, Histor ically, the minimum flow of the 
Trinity at Lewiston gage has been as low as 23 cubic feet per second 
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and has been below 100 cubic feet per second for many weeks at a 
time; planned operations would provide absolute minimums at Lewis- 
ton of 100 cubie feet per second, and during parts of each year the 
minimum would rise to 800 cubic feet per second. H. R. 4663 might 
require that about 11,000 acre-feet annually bypass the Towerhouse 
and Matheson power pl: ints in addition to the total agreed to by the 
fishery experts. From the standpoint of project revenues we prefer 
that the planned release schedule be maintained on Clear Creek, and 
that the annual Trinity River total release not be exceeded. 

Our studies indicate that the proposed diversion would utilize only 
a small percentage of the water now wasting into the Pacific Ocean 
from the Klamath River watershed. These studies also disclose that 
the relatively small amount of water that will be diverted will not 
affect future development of either the Trinity River Basin or the 
Klamath Basin downstream as water in those two areas would be more 
than adequate to satisfy future needs. 

The estimated cost of the Trinity River division based on January 
1954 prices is $219,282,000, all of which is reimbursable except $215,000 
for minimum recreational facilities recommended at Trinity and 
Lewiston Reservoirs and $47,000 for fish protection facilities, both 
of which would be nonreimbursable. 

The Trinity division would be a sound investment for the country 
in view of the favorable ratio of primary benefits alone to total cost 
of 1.86 to 1. Total benefits resulting from the development would 
outweigh the cost in a ratio of 3.31 to 1. 

For the project including the Trinity River division, our analyses 
show that the projected power rates will assure repayment of costs 
allocated to commercial power in 1989 with interest at 3 percent, and 
without using that interest for repayment purposes. Costs allocated 
to irrigation will be repaid by 2013 with aid of about $66 million in 
power revenues after the power investment has been repaid. Costs 
allocated to municipal water service will be repaid by 2005 with inter- 
est at 214 percent. By 2013, the year repayment would be secured on 
the last feature constructed, about $170 million will have been earned 
surplus to interest and repayment. 

In April of 1954, a representative of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
testified at a hearing of this committee in Redding, Calif., and pre- 
sented a company offer to construct the power facilities proposed in 
the original departmental report. As a result of this offer, a study 

vas mi ide of the possibility of Federal construction of the storage and 
water conveyance features and of selling falling water to a non-Federal 
agency which would construct all power gener rating and transmission 
features. Results of this study are presented in my report of January 
6 to the Commissioner and incorporated also in his report of January 
i9 covering the Trinity River divi ision to the Secretary. ‘The Secre- 
tary adopted the Commissioner’s report as his proposed report on the 
Trinity River development, and forwarded it to the Governor of Cali- 
fornia for comments. Copies of the reports have been furnished to 
the committee. 

On January 13, I received a letter from Mr. N. R. Sutherland, vice 
president and general manager of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 
which spelled out in somewhat more detail the rather general offer 
presented to the committee at Redding in April 1954, 








12 TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


Paciric GAs & Etectric Co. 
San Francisco, January 18, 1955. 
Mr. ©. 11. SPENCER, 
Regional Director, Region 2, 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, Calif. 


Diean Mr. Spencer: At a hearing before the subcommittee of the House Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee at Redding, Calif., on April 16, 1954, Robert H. 
Gerdes, our vice president and general counsel, stated that the company was will- 
ing to construct all power generation and transmission facilities of the proposed 
Trinity River project. He pointed out that acceptance of this offer would save 
the Federal Treasury a large capital outlay, provide maximum net revenues to 
the Government from payments for the use of falling water, and produce sub- 
stantial tax revenues for Federal, State, and local governments. 

Since that time, the company has made further studies of the Trinity project, 
based upon operation studies recently completed by region 2 of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, Our studies show that the benefits to the Government from accept- 
ance of the company’s partnership proposal would be substantially greater than 
those described before the House committee last April. 

The Trinity project as proposed in the Bureau’s latest report would cost 
$219,066,600, of which $58,237,000 would be for power facilities. The installed 
power capacity would be 233,000 kilowatts, of which 192,000 would be dependable. 

Our studies show that the most advantageous use of the waterpower resources 
of the Trinity project would be obtained by integrating its operation with the 
company’s regional power system. To obtain the maximum benefit of such in- 
tegrated operation, the installed capacities of the Trinity powerplants should be 
increased to 362,000 kilowatts, of which 321,000 would be dependable under a 


suitable water release schedule. A comparison of the powerplant facilities pro-- 


posed by the Bureau and the company is shown on the attached table I. 


Tas_te I.—Comparison of installed power capacities and net area dependable 
capacity 


[Kilowatts] 


With Trinity : : 
project con- at 











structed as Increase or 
proposed in decrease structed under 
U. 8. Bureau peep 
report 
A, INSTALLED CAPACITY AT PLANT 
Plant: 
I wcik ddeegl dM eee anced Saanawbeseeeguy iii eniieiccinl 90, 000 
DE. vxin ee minnuknanthhniasakeeeeahaenealauade of SE Re ie Sal 2, 300 
Tower House. .-.-.-....- Gindescsedete iia Waitin wlahdditestue miiow GE iidcidde ddvaccens 126, 000 
I Meine chalsnn lap nladiiiennneonmmnianhbatt TREE has weenbetews 144. 000 
Total installed capacity...........-.--.....-.--- OD a 362, 300 
Increase in installed capacity under een 
plan. i chases erty igh lubeditiy « Iefniactn toanbbidanesy OS alielianieistalie i echikieiais aoa ieutd ke BRIA Be bitin ans Ke cetancen-- 
Desendshin capacity at generation............-.-.------ 192, 000 |....- enhahiie 321, 000 
B. DEPENDABLE CAPACITY AT LOAD CENTER - 
Trinity plants..........- SP OOP le tboticcnmnaness 300, 000 
Increase in dependable. capacity of ‘Trinity ‘plants 
under partnership plan... --. ethihisdun Soi TEIGED Sin des Hatidcdocee 
Estimated decrease in dependable capacity of existing 
project plants under partnership operations !___...... Laewetadicscisa GAGES Eaddddnbcdaccucue 
Net increase in dependable capacity of area under 
PRPTRIRIT GON. cwcccnnnndénbdiscbevcctbsbecer niibudds dedhuas CAO hic s<nsenptiaodoe 


. Determined by subtracting from the dependable capacity of existing project plants under the Bureau 

an of operation, the dependable capacity of such plants under the partnership plan of operation. In 

“a cases, energy for oifpeak pumping at critical times would be supplied by the company through ex- 

change, in order to minimi e the release of Central Valley project water made solely for the purpose of 
generating power at project plants to supply project pumps, 
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The company offers to construct these enlarged powerplants and related trans- 
mission facilities at its own expense under the licensing provisions of the Federal 
Power Act. 

For the use of falling water through these plants, the company would pay to 
the Government $3,500,000 per year. 

Construction and operation of the Trinity power facilities by the company, 
rather than by the Federal Government, would provide the following advantages: 

(1) A net saving to the Federal Treasury of nearly $50 million in capital outlay 
for power facilities would be effected. (See table II attached.) 

(2) The Government would receive substantially greater net revenues from 
the Trinity project. 

The assured annual payment of $3,500,000 by the company to the Government 
for the use of falling water, together with the net savings in annual charges to 
the Government under the company’s proposal, would produce $36 million more 
net revenue over the repayment period. (See table ITI.) 

(3) The company would pay $2,700,000 a year in taxes on the Trinity power 
facilities. 

This would increase annual revenues of the Federal Treasury by $1,400,000 
and provide an additional $1,300,000 a year for State and local governments. 
Over the repayment period these tax revenues would aggregate $70 million to 
the Federal Government and $65 million to State and local governments. 

(4) The net dependable power capacity of the area would be increased by 
about 65,000 kilowatts and the installed capacity by approximately 130,000 kilo- 
watts. (See table I.) 

(5) About 5 percent more Trinity water would be made available for water 
users in the Central Valley under the company’s proposal. 

a 


TABLE II.—Federal capital costs 


(Thousand dollars] 





With Trinity | 
project con- 


With Trinity 
project con- 


Feature structed as structed under 
proposed in partnership 
USBR report plan 


Dams, reservoirs, and powerplants: 
EE Ses SENET PIE 4 occ sano ndccd nile ddedichdds bebe caaaee 90, 399 90, 399 
Peer OI 2 30, J st abate enbabegubsusee PN snritseudes os Edie 
Lewiston dam and reservoir - - ce mnidane tae eae h caten nana 5, 525 5, 525 
Lewiston powerplant... -............-----.- doicbidahipidinnaaciptce oid al 667 Seaceedes 

















EE EERE TE AE TOE 30, 355 1 34, 390 
SE I oo Sao cosh’ caubanvedeuccedesdlesasokbase Op Oe Weseaades boligia 
Tower House diversion dam____. hs dneeckeundemetiubiiaaebamediades L 182 1, 182 
RE CS oo cia acumen cnncatabuke saahi ede th abbas ducal e ee 31, 246 1 36, 540 
NE I iis 5 od cet add dd ds cede nhbtcbinde utaae wane Rk esi kt. 

Nino ae cateiunnded btn beusdukseapeahanequasaadcetaaGat 186, 736 168, 036 

Transmission: Y a 

Trinity-Tower House-Matheson-Keswick 230 kilovolts_-_...-....---- Es ier oe owen 
Keswick-Elverta-Tracy 230 kilovolts.____- nile WEE Boson re so semen 
Trinity-Lewiston-Tower House-Matheson- Keswick 13.8 kilovolts.._- MN ases han teddn 

hi ahi ts endnh elit ceeaansekusienkdeakhouennabbiebaaaseeh TR 8 ee 


Switchyards and substations: 
TUR thie id bach vb adddenaadsabh degh ba phinenenide tera na 
iii. ck 50 inlet ies ntl haem enbaidsamainnedia went 
en wencchinad abuse apabag maameakh ania besa 
EN os) dita Sb at's adunecdetvehwpaeensiwehpesucilawabeibbin 
Ns 4s anal! 5 cae bishes cd apenteipaaniteniesetege aa 
IR cnasconcedene<senee cindes med eiennndaes deen sid 


hs es tt awd ptanda cddnasinl din ciwesghbbbamne alee 
i ik aS ht i swe he tine daeineadigien  iieliadaaiates 
iia oa od eet Ddnabnawenneminn ae aati ie inane acc oe 


Fie ss cnnnveceeecann sdb dibi ciils cid teh Rabbah nies tna i 219, 067 169, 588 




















Capital saving to Federal Government under suteentitp jens: pe er EASE TIS A chiles . $49, 479, 600 


1 Cost increased to provide for larger tunnels and penstocks to accommodate ainda diversions and power- 
plant capacities under partnership development. 
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TaBLE III.—Comparison of repayment of costs of Central Valley project, by 
year 2013 


(Thousand dollars] 


eee Figen | With Trinity project 
posed “o> U sit R constructed under 
report partnership plan 


Cost allo- |Repayment}| Cost allo- | Repayment 
cation by year 2013; cation by year 2013 
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i ee WEE Poauavucencte EE Eo bcuseeancce 
Be OIE PI sinc wien ecdnk wane ckcatescees if 3 toe Ce Wessels. 
Total nonreimbursable- - ..........-..------- 1 54, 532 | Tiheecauealee POE Baas acai aes ae 

Il. Reimbursable: Pe my 
I Sin int Lact scss opewes elipaiied 399, 378 324, 392 399, 378 324, 392 
eR ae ae en eny. 280, 221 2 619, 043 230, 742 3 4 573, 684 
Municipal and industrial water service -----.-- 20, 782 5 50, 459 20, 782 | 5 50, 459 
NES.. kak ze die tei. oesk ss dda dea cee 700, 381 993, 894 650, 902 948, 535 
tA tren aa ae 51, 455 6 51, 585 51, 455 6 51, 585 
Ss Se red Bh _..-| 751,836 | 1,045,479 | 702,357 | 1, 000, 120 
Dns TT IE os ose oi vikvien Sind heel 598 O68 4 326.: eg 90, 848 
Total reimbursable................-------------- 751,836 | 922,514 | 702,357 909, 272 
WO Bits hictei i ani ee he ndcidiea del: SUI Ecchcnindies chil’. aes 
III. Total project. _....-- Oia de ae 806,368 | 922, 514 | 756, 889 909, 272 


* Ameonen are as shown on p. 9 and table 8 of the supplementary report of the regional director dated 
arch 1954. 

?In addition to repayment of power investment, includes $101,508,000 of interest, an aid to irrigation 
of $66,636,000 from net revenues, and $170,678,000 of earned surplus. 

3 Net power revenue of $573,549,000 reflects the annual payments for falling water of $3,500,000, a saving 
in annual operation, maintenane>, and replacement costs of about $300,000 and a decrease in annual power 
revenues of about $600,000 from existing project plants due to decreased dependable capacity referred to in 


table I. 
4In addition to repayment of power investment, includes $69,391,000 of interest, an aid to irrigation of 


$66,636,000 from net revenues, and $206,915,000 of earned surplus. , 
5 In addition to repayment of M. and I. investment, includes $21,327,000 of interest, and $8,350,000 aid to 


irrigation. 
® Includes interest of $130,000 for portion of Contra Costa Canal assigned to M. and I. function. 


Acceptance of the company’s proposal would also aid in the development of 
the proposed San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. 

The additional net revenue to the Government under the company’s proposal 
for Trinity could be used to assist the financing of the San Luis unit. Moreover, 
power for San Luis pumping could be provided at the lowest cost to the project. 

The Bureau’s draft of report on the San Luis unit shows that the Central 
Valley project dependable power capacity would be reduced about 290,000 kilo- 
watts if the power required for San Luis pumping is supplied directly by project 
powerplants. This would reduce project power revenues by about $3,750,000 
annually. 

As a part of its partnership proposal, the company is willing to supply power 
from its system for San Luis pumping on an exchange basis. Any deficiencies in 
available project power could be supplied by delivery of offpack power generated 
by company plants. Such an exchange contemplates the construction of off-canal 
storage to permit the maximum use of offpeak energy whenever practicable. 

This exchange of power would be made at Tracy. The only charge to the 
Bureau for exchange power would be for transinitting it from Tracy to the San 
Luis pumps and we guarantee that such charge would be less than the cost of 
transmitting project power over Government-owned lines. 

This arrangement would provide an assured power supply for the pumping 
plants of the San Luis unit at the lowest possible cost. It also would protect the 
dependable capacity, and thus the power revenues, of the Central Valley project. 
The magnitude of the savings to the Government can be determined after our 
engineers receive the data requested from your oflice and complete their studies. 





Cel Ast ROBE tc NTI SPN 





TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 15 


The plan outlined above would provide the most feasible means for develop- 
ment, not only of the Trinity project, but also of the San Luis unit. 

The working partnership here proposed between the Federal Government and 
local enterprise is in accord with the policy reaffirmed by the President in his 
state of the Union message on January 6, 1955. It will make possible the earliest 
construction by the Federal Government of needed water conservation works in 
California with the least cost to Federal taxpayers and with the maximum bene- 
fits to the water users in the Central Valley. 

Yours very truly, 
N. R. SUTHERLAND. 


Mr. Spencer. The proposed Trinity River development, either with 
all-Federal construction or with non-Federal construction of power 
facilities, requires consideration of existing and future contractual 
relationships with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. In brief, the Bureau 
now has two contracts with the company—one provides for sale of 
project power to the company and the firming of power sold to pref- 
erence agencies; the other provides for wheeling of power to prefer- 
ence agencies over company transmission lines. The effect of the two 
contracts is to make 300,000 kilowatts of firm power from Shasta and 
Keswick plants available for sale to the company and preference 
agencies, with the company buying all that preference agencies do 
not take. Negotiations are now underway with the company looking 
toward upward adjustment in the amount of power which the com- 
pany will recognize and support for sale as firm power when Folsom 
and Nimbus Reservoirs and powerplants are fully operative. 

The reservoirs and powerplants of the Central Valley project are 
operated as an integrated whole to meet the multiple purposes of the 
project. Shasta and Keswick Reservoirs operate differently now than 
they will when Folsom and Nimbus plants come into full service. The 
effect of the integrated operation on dependable power output of the 
Central Valley project, as provided in our contracts with the company, 
can be stated simply by saying that when Folsom and Nimbus go into 
full production, the 300,000 kilowatts now recognized as firm will 
increase by a good deal more than is represented by the firm output 
of the two American River plants. Assuming that the existing con- 
tracts will be extended on their present terms, our studies anticipate 
that the p reeage will have available for sale 370,000 kilowatts of firm 
power after 1969 by which time the long-term irrigation pumping 
requirements will have reached their maximum, and a greater amount 
of firm power will be available in earlier years. 

Studies for the Trinity River development also have been based on 
integrated operation of that unit with the other features of the project, 
and have assumed that the existing contracts with the company will 
be extended to cover the resultant increase in salable firm power. As 
shown in my July 1954 report, which recommends construction of the 
Trinity development, we estimate that the power available for sale 
from an all-Federal project—after meeting long term irrigation- 

umping loads—will increase to 600,000 kilowatts. However, the 
integrated operation to which I referred requires that operation of 
other project powerplants change after the Trinity unit is completed, 
just as operation of Shasta and Keswick plants will change when Fol- 
som and Nimbus are completed. An acre-foot of water released 


through Keswick Dam will serve irrigation, salinity, navigation, and 


fishery purposes whether it comes from Shasta or Trinity Reservoirs; 
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however, the acre-foot will develop over three times as much power 
if it runs through the Trinity plants as it will if it runs through the 
Shasta plant. Therefore, integrated operation to meet the primary 
water requirements of the project requires that powerloads be met in 
critical periods from Trinity rather than Shasta. This procedure 
makes only good sense, since it produces more firm power and revenues 
from the project. 

Preliminary studies are completed on a possible San Luis unit of 
the Central Valley project. This unit would provide irrigation water 
for an area of about 500,000 acres on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley. Over 700 million kilowatt-hours of pumping energy are re- 
quired for this unit. In studying the Trinity River development, we 
have been very much aware of the need for meeting this large pump- 
ing load. Ifthe San Luis unit is eventually authorized as a part of the 
Central Valley project, it too would be integrated in operation with 
other features of the project, and ample power would be available 
from an all-Federal project including Trinity, assuming that the 
existing contracts with the company are extended. However, as 
shown on my report on falling water, when the pumping load becomes 
fully developed, firm power available for sale under the terms of the 
contracts would be reduced to 310,000 kilowatts. 

The contracts with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., the integrated 
nature of Central Valley project operations, and the future irrigation 
loads of the project all should be kept in mind as you consider my re- 
port of January 6, the Commissioner’s report of January 19, and Mr. 
Sutherland’s letter offer of January 13. 

The study in my addendum report on the sale of falling water was 
an initial exploratory step to find information in consideration of the 
construction of single-purpose power features of the Trinity River 
division by a non-Federal agency. It develops a proposed basic charge 
for falling water which would be subject to adjustments through 
negotiations with the purchaser. The study does not present a com- 
prehensive appraisal of all the factors and problems involved. This 
obviously would require prolonged study concurrent with negotiations 
with the non-Federal agency entering into a partnership arrangement. 
Under the plan studied, the Federal Government would construct 
Trinity Dam and Reservoir, the Lewiston diversion dam and reservoir, 
the Tower House tunnel and diversion dam, and Matheson Tunnel as 
joint use features of the Trinity River division at an estimated cost of 
$154 million. The non-Federal agency would construct the Lewiston, 
Trinity, Tower House and Matheson powerplants and all necessary 
switchyards and transmission facilities. This would relieve the Gov- 
ernment of an investment of some $65 million. 

In this preliminary study, the basic charge for falling water is 
established as the amount necessary to amortize with interest at 214 
percent in 50 years an equitable share of the joint use features which 
would be constructed by the Federal Government. The joint use fea- 
ture cost tentatively allocated to falling water aggregates $105,350,000. 
Amortization of this sam in 50 years at 214 percent interest, and in- 
cluding an appropriate share of joint feature operation and mainten- 
ance and replacement costs, results in an annual basic charge for fall- 
ing water of $3,951,000. The report contemplates the purchaser of 
falling water would exchange the power necessary for irrigation water 
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pumping for the Central Valley project, including any additions such 
as the San Luis unit, and to make up any deficiencies required to meet 
the long-term power supply obligations of the project, particularly in 
respect to the present contract with the Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District—all to be accomplished so as not to adversely affect the Cen- 
tral Valley project financially. 

It may be helpful to the committee for me to provide a brief com- 
parison of the Government’s falling water plan contained in the ad- 
dendum report and the offer of the P. G. & E. First, the company 
offers to make an annual payment of $3,500,000 compared with the 
$3,951,000 indicated in the addendum report. Also, I want to observe 
that since P. G. & E. anticipates a larger installation than contem- 
plated in the addendum report, requiring larger tunnels, the estimate 
of the annual payment would have to be increased accordingly. Sec- 
end, the company offers to provide exchange power for project pump- 
ing on an off-peak basis. Such an arrangement becomes especially 
important if the San Luis unit should be added to the Central Valley 
project. However, because of the relatively large amounts of power 
involved, if pumping is to be accomplished on an off-peak basis a sub- 
stantial additional investment would have to be made by the Govern- 
ment for larger pumps and for forebay storage. Third, with respect 
to furnishing power to enable the Government to take care of its exist- 
ing long-term commitments the company’s offer is silent. 

In closing I should like to compare briefly the Government’s plan 
for a Federal development of Trinity power as a part of the Central 
Valley project and the company’s plan as indicated in its January 
offer. The company would install 362,300 kilowatts of capacity where- 
as the Government’s plan as set forth in its report, calls for 233,000 
kilowatts. This difference is accounted for by the fact that the com- 
pany would fully integrate the plants with its large system using 
them primarily for peaking. The Government’s plans were not made 
on this basis. Although the company’s plan calls for the installation 
of 130,000 kilowatts more than that of the Government, its projected 
method of operation would reduce the amount of firm power otherwise 
available from the Shasta and Folsom plants of the Central Valley 
project. P. G. & E.’s calculations indicate this reduction would be 
60,000 kilowatts. Our estimates suggest it will be in the order of 100,- 
000 kilowatts. Avnd, it is to be noted that essentially the same amount 
of energy will be made available under either plan of development. 

It should be noted there are a number of problems associated with 
the company offer which would require extended negotiations and 
studies by both parties before the whole effect of the offer could be 
clearly evaluated. The major items to be considered are: 

1. The price to be charged for falling water; 

2. Working out details of joint operation; 

3. Any changes in the plan of development required, including sizes 
of tunnels, penstocks and powerplants ; 

4. Arrangements for exchange of power for project pumping and 
support of long-term power commitments; and 

5. Effect on plans for future additions to the Central Valley project 
such as the San Luis unit. 

In conclusion, I believe that whether the Trinity River unit is built 
as an all-Federal project as a part of the Central Valley project or 
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the power facilities are built by a non-Federal agency, this develop- 
ment will be an important and much needed addition to the Central 
Valley project. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this Committee. 

Mrs, Prosr (acting chairman). Thank you very much, Mr. Spencer. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Encore. Mr. Spencer, I observe on page 9 of your statement at 
the bottom of the page you give a benefits-to-cost ratio as 3.31 to 1. 
The primary benefits alone show a benefits-to-cost ratio of 1.86 to 1. 

When you speak of primary benefits, that is what we usually call 
the direct benefits, is it not? ; 

Mrs. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Enetx. Also, I observe on page 10 of your satement that you 
refer to having a surplus of about $170 million. Is that surplus over 
and above interest. and repayment? 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Ener. Is that from the Trinity project itself, or as an inte- 
grated operation ? 

Mr. Spencer. As an integrated operation. 

Mr. Enatr. It is true, is it not, that at the present time there is a 
drought going on out in California? 

Mr. Spencer. Well certainly the runoff this year to date and the 
estimated runoff for the remainder of the year is much below normal, 
and certainly below the last 5 or 6 years, when we have had exception- 
ally good runoff. 

Mr. Enawr. It reflects to that extent upon the importance and 
immediacy of this project; is that true ? 

Mr. Srencer. That is right. Our present forecasts are that we 
will end the irrigation season with about 1.8 million acre-feet in 
Shasta Reservoir. Last year we had approximately 3.2 million acre- 
feet. That means that with another dry year in 1956 like the indi- 
cated present one we could be short of water even for irrigation. 

Mr. Enatr. This is a presently authorized project, is it not, and 
so carried in the official records in the Department ? 

Mr. Srencer. That ismy understanding. 

Mr. Enete. 'erefore, this bill is in the nature of an amendment 
or modification of the present authorization ? 

Mr. Srencer. That ismy understanding. 

Mr. Enatr. Perhaps that question should be reserved for Mr. Dex- 
heimer or Mr. Aandahl, but I think it is important for the committee 
to realize that this project was authorized in 1952 by a finding of 
feasibility filed under the 1939 Reclamation Act, which provides that 
when a project is capable of meeting certain standards it can be 
authorized on a finding of feasibility; and, therefore, there is nothing 
now in the law, so far as I know, to prevent immediate authorization 
or appropriation of funds for this project. 

This bill does make some changes in the details of the project itself. 

I understand also, Mr. Spencer, that your subsequent studies related 
to the size of the reservoir primarily, in addition to an examination 
of the P. G. & FE. proposal. In other words, the subsequent study 
which you made following the report previously filed in 1952 relates 
to two propositions; the size of the reservoir and the suggestion made 
by the private power company; is that right? 
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Mr. Srencer. Well, the supplemental report of last July increased 
the size of the reservoir and slightly increased the power facilities. 
Then the addendum report which was made subsequent to that and 
transmitted with my letter of January 6, was a further study brought 
on by the offer of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to build the power 
facilities. 

Mr. Eneair. You have had favorable comments of the State agencies 
and of the State government with reference to the preceding report 
on the project ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Enete. Do you have the State comments with reference to the 
changes in detail which are involved in these subsequent studies? 

Mr. Srencer. No. 

Mr. Ener. You do not have those as yet. 

At an appropriate point, Madam Chairman, I should like to put 
in the record the statement made by our Governor with reference to 
this project, in his message to the legislature in January of 1955. If 
it is appropriate I can do that now. 

Mrs. Prost. Is there any objection? There appears to be none. 

Mr. Enote. It is very short. I will just read it: 

The Trinity River project is now being planned by the Federal Government. 
California has informed the Secretary of the Interior that the project is feasible 
from an economic and an engineering standpoint and should be constructed at 
the earliest possible date. I recommend that this session of the legislature 
approve a joint resolution urging the Congress to begin consideration of this 
construction project, including all of its power facilities, at the earliest possible 
date. 

I observe, Mr. Spencer, that you gave a good deal of attention in 
your statement to the existing contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield before that question is 
answered ? 

Mr. Enate. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. With respect to the Governor’s statement, he issued 
a release last April 3 which covered this subject, also. Are you 
familiar with that ? 

Mr. Enater. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is that substantially the same as the earlier report to 
the legislature, or is it an amplification ? 

Mr. Enate. It is somewhat of an amplification, because it deals 
also, Mr. Hosmer, with the San Luis project. 

Mr. Hosmer. As I understand it, the San Luis project is not in this 
bill before the committee, or is it ? 

Mr. Ener. No. I want to make this explanation on that particu- 
lar item. I think the gentleman is familar with this, but others may 
not be. What happened was that I put the bill in originally as a joint 
bill for Trinity and San Luis. Senator Kuchel and Senator Knowland 
have put in identical bills. The San Luis project is not described in 
these statements and is not shown on the map. Subsequently the State 
engineer raised some questions about the San Luis, claiming that it 
abridged certain areas in which the Feather River project contem- 
plated by the State and authorized for construction by the State would 
operate. The State engineer in effect said that the Federal Govern- 
ment should not build the San Luis project because it would deprive 
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the Feather River project of certain customers for water necessary 
for its economic feasibility. 

While that argument was being settled out there, with current dis- 
cussion in the State legislature, which was the basis for the state- 
ment made by the Governor in order not to delay the Trinity, I rein- 
troduced the Trinity bill as I had in the last session, alone and sepa- 
rately, because it stands very well on its own as a separate unit. Its 
contribution to the San Luis is really the power that comes out of the 
Trinity project and feeds the pumping plants necessary to make the ] 
San Luis project work. 





So this hearing is called on the separate bill, because the precedents 
of this committee are such that in my opinion this committee would 
not want to consider at this time the authorization by the Federal I 
Government of a project which the State government asserts should ’ 
be built as a part of a State project of some kind or other. Until they 
get that straightened out in the State legislature and in the Governor’s ) 


office I felt it better to leave that alone. 

Getting back to what the gentleman says, I have the Governor’s 
press releases of both April 3 and April 6. I also have his corre- 
spondence with Senator Kuchel. Most of that relates, incidentally, 
to the proposed integration of the State Feather River project and 
the San Luis project. But so far as it is of interest and so far as it 
relates specifically to the Trinity, it reaffirms what he said in his 
January message. For instance, on the first page this says: 

The plan of the Department of the Interior for the development of the Trinity 
project has heretofore been submitted to, and favorably recommended by, the 
executive branch of the State government on April 15, 1953. 

There is now pending in the Congress legislation to provide for Federal 
construction of this project as a unit of the Central Valley project. I reiterate 
my recommendation of last January that the legislature adopt a joint resolu- 
tion urging the Congress to take favorable action on appropriate legislation to 
authorize construction of the project. 

Mr. Hosmer. Then there is nothing conflicting between the earlier 
statement and the statement now ? 

Mr. Encir. No. I would be glad to have the gentleman look at the 
statement. 

Mr. Hosmer. I have it here, but I have not had a chance to study it 
in detail. 

Mr. Enetx. Now going back to what I mentioned when the gentle- 
man [Mr. Hosmer] asked me to yield, and that is the comment made 
in your statement, Mr. Spencer, with regard to the present contracts 
with P. G. & E., from your statement I take it you regard those con- 
tracts as a very important matter currently with reference to the 
operations of the Central Valley project. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. You might say they are the Bibles, 
so far as operations are concerned—the criteria under which we have 
to operate. 

r. Enetx. And what it boils down to is this, that the contracts 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. in effect act as a firming device for 
Central Valley project power. Is that correct? 

Mr. SreNceR. That is right, and also govern the revenues to some 
extent. 

Mr. Enatx. In other words, instead of the Federal Government go- 
ing in and building a steam plant to firm its own power, those con- 
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tracts are made in such a way that the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. agrees 
that its 5 million kilowatt system will be used to help firm up the power 
projects at Keswick and Trinity and subsequently to do the same thing 
at Folsom; is that right? 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Enote. And that is currently under negotiation ? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes. 

Mr. Eneate. Now from your statement it would appear that the 
P. G. & E. proposal to purchase falling water and build powerhouses 
is not presently in a condition where you will be able to sit down and 
talk specific terms of a contract. Is that true? 

Mr. Spencer. Well the offer, as I understand it, is a definite offer, 
but the only thing firm about it is the $3,500,000, and the other terms— 
the major terms, at least, are the ones as noted on page 19 in my pro- 
posed statement. We would have to work out the details of joint oper- 
ations; then we would have to know more about the changes of the plan 
for the development required, including the size of tunnels; then, fol- 
lowing the size of tunnels, the penstocks and powerplants. And if 
there should be the federally constructed San Luis project, certainly we 
would have to know what kind of an arrangement could be worked out 
for the purchase of that power. In the offer the prices and benefits 
for pumping are confined to completely offpeak operations... That 
would necessitate the constructing of larver pumps, conveyance facili- 
ties, and forebay storage. Those would all have to be tied down firmly 
in the agreement, before the effect on the project—financially—could 
be determined. 

Mr. Enete. In other words, before you know those things, you can- 
not know what the effect financially of their proposal is going to be. 
Is that right ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Eneotr. Taking up each one of those on page 19 of your state- 
ment, the first is “The price to be charged for falling water.” As I 
understand, they offer $3.5 million; but, as I read your report it 
would require $3.9 million, or a little more, to meet the charges for 
the joint use and the interest on this. Is that correct? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right—the basic charge and the portion of 
the operation and maintenance expenses. 

Mr. Enetx. In other words, right off the bat, you are in disagree- 
ment about how much should be paid; is that right—on the face of it? 

Mr. Spencer. On the face of it; yes. But after the long negotia- 
tions, the amount determined to be paid the Government on an annual 
basis, I think would be either raised or lowered, based on the other 
details, the firming up and the power cost for pumping, and the 
changes in size of facilities which we are to build, such as the tunnels 
and penstocks. 

Mr. Enete. That brings me to the next point “working out details 
of joint operation.” My understanding of the reclamation law is that 
these projects are to be operated as irrigation projects and only inci- 
dentally as power projects. My understanding from what I have read 
of the P. G. & E. proposal and a copy of the P. G. & E. letter sent, 
I believe, to you, is it appears that they propose to use the power from 
Trinity for peaking purposes, which would require a different schedule 
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of water releases than would normally be made in the operation of a 
project for straight irrigation purposes. Is that true, or not? 

Mr. Spencer. That is true. But that is one of the things that would 
have to be worked out along with the other details of joint operation. 

I think Mr. Murray could explain that, perhaps, better than I can. 

Mr. Murray. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that we do not have as 
yet enough detailed information on the contemplated operations of 
the company 

Mr. Enoue. Have you ever asked the P. G. & E. for its detailed 
engineering on which it based its offer ¢ 

Mr. Murray. We did so about 10 days or 2 weeks ago, and we have 
not yet received a reply, or had not when I left California. 

Mr. Enate. Is my understanding correct that under the contem- 
plated operations they would call for diverting more water from the 
Trinity and operating the powerplants for peaking ? 

Mr. Morray. Yes; that is right. The effect of that on our opera- 
tions cannot be exactly foretold until we have had a little more detailed 
discussion on it. That primarily relates to the use of Keswick Reser- 
voir as an afterbay, and the effect of the release schedules from the 
Trinity Reservoir. The two have to be coordinated very closely in 
operation, and we do not have enough information from the company 
as yet to be able to tell exactly what they mean in that regard. 

Mr. Enete. In your opinion, with the water being gushed through 
the Trinity powerhouses, would Keswick have the capacity to refirm 
the river so that the flow of the water down the river would meet the 
irrigation requirements ¢ 

Mr. Murray. It might be possible to do so. 

Mr. Enatr. But you do not know ¢ 

Mr. Murray. No, sir; we do not know. 

Mr. Enete. You do not know if that would be possible, or not ? 

Mr. Murray. We do not know now, because we have not yet dis- 
cussed with the company that detail of coordinated operations. 

Mr. Encore. Now when you increase the installed capacity, do you 
necessarily increase the output of electricity ? 

Mr. Murray. Not the energy ; not necessarily. 

Mr. Enoie. I want to be sure you understood what I am talking 
about. I have a little booklet which the P. G. & E. put out and it 
says that there will be 130,000 more kilowatts of generating capacity 
under their plan. The average person might think there would be 
130,000 kilowatts more power produced. Are those two terms 
synonymous, or not ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir; they are not. The company’s letter of Janu- 
ary 13, to which we referred, has in it a table which demonstrates the 
increased power output in terms of peak capacity available to the 
area, It ioe say by summarization that it is an increase of 65,000 
kilowatts, not 130,000. In energy, with the same quantity of water 
dropping through the same head, there will be the same number of 
kilowatt-hours of energy come out. 

Mr. Enoue. In other words, when you have a given quantity of 
water, it will just produce so much electricity ? 

Mr. Murray. That is correct. The company does say in its letter 
that it contemplates installation of somewhat larger tunnels between 
the ‘Trinity and the Sacramento River. Of course, that would pro- 
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duce some increased energy by having a little more water, but it 
would be a very small increase. 

Mr. Enete. Does it not all boil down to this, that if you have a 
powerhouse with 2 generators, and run it continuously, you will 
get the same amount of power as if you had a powerhouse with 4 
generators : and ran it half the time? 

Mr. Murray. The same amount of power in kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. Enetr. That is what I am talking about. In other words, by 
expanding the capacity of the power plants they are able to run the 

lants for brief periods with very heavy production for peak loads? 

s that correct? 

Mr. Murray. That is correct. 

Mr. Enetez. And that is the effect of their arrangement ? 

Mr. Murray. I might say, of course, that in our own plans for the 
operation of the Trinity project we have contemplated the same type of 
operation, but we did not anticipate operating it for peaking purposes 
to the extent the company has in its contemplated plan. 

Mr. Ener. There are two other things about this matter that in- 
trigue me. I notice Mr. Spencer, in his statement, said that in his 
opinion this arrangement may decrease the capacity at Shasta by 
100,000 kilowatts. ‘Tam referring to page 18 of the statement. 

Mr. Srencer. My statement on that is that the P. G. & E. Co., in 
their offer to us, calculated the reduction would be 60,000 kilowatts. 
We do not have the details of that computation, but our own engineers 
estimate it will be nearer 100,000. We hope to get together with them 
in the near future and see whose figures are correct and who is miss- 
ing something. 

Mr. Enete. I have the letter from the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and 
they estimate the decrease at 60,000 kilowatts; but your statement 
says it may be more than that. Now, is not that robbing Peter to pay 
Paul, more or less? 

Mr. Spencer. W ell, it affects the financial analysis of the entire Cen- 
tral Valley project and is one of the things we need to know in the over- 
all agreement, or overall study, as to what is the actual effect in dollars. 

Mr. ENcLE Assuming power capacity from Shasta is reduced 
by 100,000 kilow atts, could you then meet your existing contracts ? 

Mr. Spencer. No. 

Mr. Ener. You could not. 

Mr. Srencer. No. 

Mr. Enote. Furthermore, is not the power produced at Shasta a 
very much cheaper power because Shasta was built in 1939 when con- 
struction costs were practically half of what they are today ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Enate. So, as a consequence, a swap of that sort means, does it 
not, that you are swapping low-cost power for high-cost power ? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, it would depend on what I would calla pack age 
deal. If we were to sell falling water, it would have to have in “it 
something to offset this reduction. In other words, the Government 
would have to get money enough in cheaper pumping rates, or some 
other favorable consideration from the company, to offset this loss of 
60,000 or 100,000 kilowatts, whatever it is, so that it would not impair 
the financial feasibility or financial setup for the whole Central Valley 
project. 
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Mr. Enotz. In Mr. Dexheimer’s report, which he submitted to the 
Secretary of the Interior under date of January 19, 1955, he very care- 
fully set out the criteria on which this kind of an arrangement would 
be worked out. And I observe he says, on page 5: 

Based upon amortization of the $105,358,000 in 50 years at 214 percent in- 
terest and inclusion of an appropriate share of joint-feature operation, main- 
tenance, and replacement costs an annual basic charge for falling water of 
$3,951,000 is indicated. When corrected to account for interest during construc- 
tion this charge would be increased by about 5 percent. 

In other words, that amount would go up to $4.1 million, would it not? 

Mr. Srencer. That is approximately correct. 

Mr. Enete. Now with reference to the criteria set up, I believe he 
said that these joint facilities that are to be paid for, the money paid 
for falling water, should be sufficient to retire the capital allocated to 
power at 2.5 percent interest. Is that right? 

Mr. Srencer. That is right. 

Mr. Eneate. Now that in effect is giving the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. the benefit of the Federal interest rate on $105 million of storage 
facilities; is it not ? 

Mr. Murray. I think, Mr. Engle, that it could be viewed that way. 
However, I suggest that the company—in appraising the problem— 
would look at the thing not from the point of view of the Federal 
Government’s interest, but rather from the point of view of its own 
alternative costs. I assume that the $3.5 million offer is predicated 
on that kind of computation, in other words, that it would cost the 
company that much money annually to get the same power from an 
alternate source. The arrangement in our report was set up on the 
basis of the Federal investment. It so happens that the two figures 
come out close together, but the two are not derived from the same 
source. Therefore, I think it would be oversimplification to say that 
Government financing is available to the company. 

Mr. Enctz. Do you know the basis on which the Pacific Gas & Elec- 
tric Co. arrived at the figure of $3.5 million ? 

Mr. Murray. I assume it was on the basis of comparing the alter- 
native cost from a privately financed steam plant located at its load 
center. I do not know, because the company has not told us; but 
that is the common practice. 

Mr. Encie. Would it be correct to say at this point that this pro- 
posal, as it now lies before the regional office is not in a sufficiently 
detailed form to enable you to say what the financial effects of it would 
be upon the operation of the Central Valley project? Is that correct? 

Mr. Srencer. That is right. 

Mr. Enate. That is all I have. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Utah, Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. I have some questions I would like to ask the chair- 
man of the committee, Mr. Engle, who is very well informed not only 
on this measure, but on the whole background of the reclamation law. 

As I understand it, this bill authorizes a project which had pre- 
viously been authorized under a secretarial finding of feasibility. Do 
you assume, then, that aside from the new features that have been 
added, which are approximately three enlargements, and so forth, 
that this bill would not necessarily come before this committee for 
reauthorization ? 
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Mr. Enotes. That is true. It would not come before this committee 
for reauthorization and the Appropriations Committee, if they were 
so disposed and the Congress was willing, could initiate the construc- 
tion of this project today. 

But this bill contains some other matters that the people out in 
California, and especially in the area where the project is located, very 
much desire. For instance, it contains a provision with reference to 
the protection of fish life downstream. ‘The Trinity River is a great 
recreation stream and naturally the people in the ‘Trinity area have 
some grave misgivings as to what a dam built in the upper reaches of 
the Trinity would do to the steelhead and salmon, that make the 
Trinity a great recreational river. Therefore this bill makes provi- 
sion—and the report filed by the Secretary of the Interior on this bill 
comments on those provisions—looking toward long-range protection 
and improvement, if possible, of the fish life of the river. 

In addition to that, this little county out there where the project is 
located is 90 percent owned by the Federal Government, and there 
are certain provisions in this bill which require the Federal Govern- 
ment, incident to the construction of the project, to pick up certain 
costs which otherwise will almost fatally burden the taxpayers of 
Trinity County. 

Those things are embodied in this legislation. As a consequence, we 
want the bill in any case. And, of course as you know, in the last 
Congress the Appropriations Committee took the position that it would 
not initiate construction on a project which had not been authorized 
by the Congress, although several of them were then in progress, in- 
cluding the Monticello and 2 or 3 others. So we put the billin. Now 
whether the Appropriations Committee will take the same attitude or 
not, [donot know. In any case, we think the provisions in the bill are 
necessary and beneficial to the people in northern California, and we 
prefer to have it passed on by this committee. 

I think the committee generally will agree with me with regard to 
the provisions in this bill which protect the local area. 

Mr. Dawson. Aside from the fact that the Appropriations Com- 
mittee will not authorize an appropriation on a project authorized 
only by the Secretary, does the law still provide that it could be au- 
thorized without coming before this committee? 

Mr. Enetr. The 1939 act has not been changed. It is still the law; 
but, as far as I am aware, this is the only project, with possibly the 
exception of one other, in the whole country that could be authorized 
under the 1939 act. And this project was authorized under the 1939 
act because it complied with the requirements of the existing reclama- 
tion law. 

The gentleman, Mr. Dawson, will recall the statement made here 
. the other day when we had a hearing, that after 1944 it was very diffi- 
cult to find any projects in the country that would qualify under the 
existing reclamation law, I just do not know of another. Now this 
project can do it and perhaps the Ventura project which is currently 
pending before this committee for authorization on a bill introduced 
by the gentleman from California, Mr. Teague, and mentioned here 
the other day by Mr. Dexheimer in his testimony. Those are the only 
two I know of. There may be some others, but they are very small. 
And, by the way, there is a bill pending now, introduced by Mr. Budge, 
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to repeal that section of the 1939 act. It may be repealed, but it is 
not any good, anyway. 

Mr. Dawson. There is no provision in your bill to permit of elas- 
ticity to enter into agreements with the Pacific Gas & Electric for the 
development of power. I notice your bill provides simply for the 
Government to go ahead and develop the power, and I am wondering 
would it be advisable to modify the bill to give them the authority to 
go ahead and conclude other negotiations, or turn down and accept 
them, as they so desire ? 

Mr. Enate. The bill would have to be amended in order to make it 
possible, for the Secretary of the Interior to enter into a contract for 
the sale of this falling water. This bill would authorize the Federal 
Government to build the project. I have inquired as to whether or 
not the Secretary currently has the authority to enter into contracts 
for the sale of falling water, and I am advised by Mr. Dexheimer— 
and he will probably comment on that at a later time—that they do 
have the power to do that but not in this particular case without a new 
finding and authorization. 

Mr. Dawson. That just relates to falling water. 

Mr. Eneir. Yes. That is exactly what | am saying. It is the posi- 
tion of the Department currently that they have the authority now to 
enter into that kind of an arrangement; but in this particular case, 
since the project has already been authorized by a finding of feasibil- 
ity, the Interior Department would have to file a new finding of fea- 
sibility to take the place of the one now on file with reference to this 
particular project. And presumably that could be done. 

So far as the Governor of California is concerned, he has already 
taken a position—he says for the Federal Government to build it lock, 
stock, and barrel; but the Secretary could, as I understand—he could 
file another report by which he could put into effect the authorization 
including the P. G. & E. proposal, or at least allow sufficient flexi- 
bility in his report to adopt the falling water proposal. Mr. Dex- 
heimer, I assume, is going to comment on that a little later. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Spencer, I understood you to say that much of 
the water originating in the area where it will be utilized by this proj- 
ect is now flowing into the Pacific Ocean ? 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Dawson. Approximately how much, would you say ? 

Mr. Murray. The average annual runoff of the Trinity River at 
Lewiston, which is very close to the main storage dam, is approxi- 
mately 1,100,000 acre-feet. The runoff at the mouth of the Trinity 
is about 4 million acre-feet; the runoff of the Klamath River where 
it runs out into the ocean is over 10 million acre-feet. 

So approximately 10 percent of the total runoff of the Klamath 
River at its mouth originates above Lewiston on the Trinity River, 
and about 70 percent of that is proposed to be diverted to the Sacra- 
mento, while the remaining 80 percent of the Trinity River water 
would be firmed up in the low-water periods. 

Mr. Dawson. In other words, there is no opposition to this project 
from the people in either California or Washington, substantial oppo- 
sition, with the exception of some in the Klamath Basin area, who feel 
they might be deprived of water ? 
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Mr. Murray. Some of the people in Humboldt County, which lies 
adjacent to the Pacific Ocean and adjacent to the Klamath River, do 
object to the project on the grounds that there has not yet been a com- 
plete survey of their ultimate water requirements. They have ad- 
vanced the thought that even the taking of a small portion of the 
Klamath River for the project might divert water needed in Hum- 
boldt County. 

Mr. Dawson. Do you care to comment on whether water would be 
diverted in that area ? 

Mr. Murray. On the contrary, we believe their position could well 
be improved through the operation of the project. It would be a very, 
very small improvement, and it would come from a reduction in 
a very small amount of high-flood flows in the whole area, and would 
improve—again in the small amount—the low-water flows of the river. 

Mr. Dawson. It would result in stream control which would give 
them water when they needed it ? 

Mr. Murray. That is our opinion. 

Mr. Enate. There are 13 million acre-feet of water going to waste 
in Humboldt Bay. That is more water than is consumed by all of 
the people and all of the industries of 12 of the larger cities in this 
country. In short, if you take the 12 largest cities of this Nation, 
starting with New York and Los Angeles, and take them and all of 
their industries, inside the boundaries of Humboldt County they 
could not use up half of the water that is now going to waste in 
Humboldt Bay. And the diversion of this dribble will not hurt them. 
As a matter of fact, the project operation will stabilize the flow of 
water so that during the summertime the steelheads do not get their 
backs sunburned going up the river. 

Mr. Dawson. That concludes my questions, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman from Florida has no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nevada, Mr. Young. 

Mr. Youne. Did you say there was no objection to the project from 
the Klamath area ? 

Mr. Murray. No; I said there had been objection registered by 
people of Humboldt County who lie adjacent to the Klamath River. 

r. Youne. Referring to the Klamath area shown on that map, that 
is in Humboldt County, is it ? 

Mr. Murray. No,sir. You mean the entire Klamath area ? 

Mr. Dawson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Murray. There have been no objections raised from the State 
of Oregon at all. In fact, they do not consider themselves affected in 
anv way by the project, which lies entirely in the State of California. 

Mr. Spencer. May I make an observation on that? 

Mr. Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Spencer. We did have at the April hearing, a complaint from 
some of the Indians from reservations in the Klamath Basin, and I 
think one or two of those were from the State of Oregon. 

Mr. Youne. Did you discuss the provisions in here for the protec- 
tion of fish and wildlife, or is that part of your testimony ? 

Mr. Murray. Briefly it is discussed on page 8. 

Mr. Youna. I can read that. 

That is all I have, Madam Chairman. 
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Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Spencer, this Trinity project, as I understand it, is 
simply another feature in the Central Valley project. Is that not 
right 

Mr. Spencer. Thatiscorrect. It is another unit. 

Mr. Sisx. And those overall projects, of course, are predicated upon 
the complete integration of water and irrigation, as well as power; is 
that not correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, it isa multiple-purpose project. It includes not 
only irrigation and power, but flood control and salinity control by 
repelling the saline waters that come in from San Francisco Bay at 
low water to the delta and Sacramento. And part of our operation 
criteria is to keep enough water flowing out into the bay to keep the 
salt water from coming into the delta, which might damage up to 
several hundred thousand acres of land along the delta that lies be- 
tween Sacramento and Suisun Bay. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, I should have added in my statement 
that it also includes flood control and salinity control. In other words, 
it is a truly integrated plan where each project to some extent relies 
upon the other ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct, and to which we should add 
navigation. 

Mr. Sisk. Navigation is another feature? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. All of those projects, then, you would say, relate to all 
features, whether it be power production, water for irrigation, flood 
control, navigation, saline control—they all to some extent rely upon 
each other? Is that correct? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. It is integrated very closely, and 
you cannot change one without having some effect, either improvement 
or damage, to the other. 

Mr. Sisk. Do you feel, Mr. Spencer, that the proposal by private 
power companies to purchase the falling water would in any way 
affect the results of the integrated plan under which the Central Valley 
project has been operating and proposes to continue to operate ? 

Mr. Srencer. We do not have enough information at this time to 
tell you. It could, or it could not, depending on what kind of contract 
can be negotiated with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me ask you, then, in connection with that, how long 
do you anticipate it might take to work out the details of such a pro- 

osal in order to make it dovetail into the overall plan of the Central 
alley project? Do you have any idea with reference to the length 
of time that may be involved ? 

Mr. Srencer. No, I do not. It isa very involved, complex negotia- 
tion. It would take at least numerous conferences between the parties 
and a willingness to compromise in order to agree. I could not tell you 
about the length of time it would take. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you say it probably might delay the overall project 
for several years? 

Mr. Srencer. It could; or there could be a speedup, and maybe only 
a year or so. 

Mr. Sisk. But it certainly would representsome delay. 

Mr. Spencer. As of today, we do not have the information neces- 
sary to estimate the length of negotiations. 
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Mr. Sisk. Do I understand your statement correctly that you do not 
believe that $3.5 million for the falling water would be an adequate 
figure? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I would not like to leave that statement stand. 
It would be if we got sufficient offset benefits to the entire project 
through the exchange of power and the firming up of customers, 
pumping loads, and so forth. Until you can put those down and assign 
a dollar value to them, you do not know what they are worth. 

Mr. Sisk. How much additional cost will there be for this project 
to the Federal Government in order to provide the facilities necessary 
for the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to produce their proposed amount. 
of power ¢ 

Mr. Murray. Our estimate of the increased cost has been made on 
just a reconnaissance basis and primarily revolves around the in- 
creased tunnel cost. We have estimated our tunnel cost would go up 
by $24 million in the event the larger tunnels were constructed. The 
company has estimated our tunnel cost would go up by $9 million. 
So we have a little disagreement on those estimated costs. The 
Bureau, of course, is making its own estimate, but the recent tunnel 
experience we have had has not been an entirely happy one on tunnel 
costs, so we are pretty conservative. 

Mr. Sisk. As I understand, you say you expect an additional cost 
of $24 million on the tunnel cost in order to have the facilities neces- 
sary to produce this additional power. 

Mr. Murray. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. Realizing, of course, that this bill concerns itself purely 
with the Trinity project, I would like to ask you a question with refer- 
ence to your plans for negotiation, if such plans should go forward 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., how those negotiations might be 
carried on with reference to the pumping cost, or the cost for pumping 
at the proposed San Luis project. 

Mr. Spencer. As of today we do not know whether the Federal 
Government or the State of California will build the San Luis project. 
Any negotiations we carry on, beginning in the near future, or until 
there is a decision made, when it comes before Congress for authoriza- 
tion, would have to be on the basis of when and if. We certainly would 
keep it in mind because we are making a report on the San Luis. We 
hope to have it out in the near future. We would not want to forget 
that in the report we have estimated it would require over 700 million 
kilowatt-hours annually for pumping. 

Mr. Sisk. Certainly that would be considered in future negotiations 
with the company, w ould it not, with reference to the price w shich they 
might charge the Government for power at the proposed San Luis 
plant ? 

Mr. Srencer. We would unless at some time there was a decision 
made that we would have nothing to do with the San Luis project. 
That is—if the Federal Government, Bureau of Reclamation, would 
have nothing to do with the construction of the San Luis project— 
then we would not be justified, IT think, in negotiating a pumping 

rate as part of this development, that is—for a project which the Fed- 
eral Government would not build or have any responsibility. 

Mr. Sisk. Certainly I can understand your thinking , that if the 
Federal Government had nothing to do with the San Luis project they 


§$1387—55-——_3 





30 TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


certainly could not necessarily be concerned with the pumping cost. 
But in view of the fact that that is primarily the part of the project I 
am interested in I am certainly concerned, and I am interested in 
knowing just what the attitude of your Department would be with 
reference to any negotiations with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. pertain- 
ing to their charges and the overall cost of power delivered to Govern- 
ment projects anywhere. To me it is of vital concern in the carrying 
out of this project. 

I believe you will agree with me on that, will you not? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, and I would say, as of today we would consider 
it. But if at some time during negotiations the decision was made that 
we would not build it, or the State would build it with no participa- 
tion by the Bureau, then I think we would drop our negotiations with 
the company insofar as they affect pumping costs for San Luis. But 
until that decision is reached and in line with the necessity of making 
a report to the Department, and I assume later to the Congress, we 
would consider that in the negotiations. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair recognizes Mr. Young, 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Mr. Asprtnautu. The Chair recognizes the Representative from 
Idaho, Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. What is the capacity of the Keswick Reservoir? 

Mr. Murray. About 25,000 acre-feet. 

Mrs. Prosr. Our chairman a few moments ago discussed the con- 
trol of the water downstream. You mentioned there would be some 
benefits by virtue of the reservoir below storing water and thus dis- 
tributing the flow, did I understand that correctly ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. Yes. Keswick was designed and constructed as an 
afterbay re-regulating reservoir for Shasta powerplant. Now if water 
were brought over from Trinity through the new tunnels and power- 
plants, we would also use Shasta in effect, as a regulating reservoir 
with its four and a half million acre-feet. What we would do—at 
certain times—would be to turn the water through the Trinity power- 
plants, and if we were doing that then we would cut down releases 
from Shasta Reservoir. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

One other question with regard to the loss in the Shasta Dam of 
some 60,000 to 100,000 kilowatts of power. Is that because the Trinity 
project would take away some of the water that now contributes to 
the Shasta watershed ? 

Mr. Spencer. No. 

Mrs. Prost. What is the reason for the loss of power, then ? 

Mr. Murray. The two projects at Shasta aad Trinity have been 
planned to operate in a completely coordinated manner. In critical 
periods, when we would be short of water, we naturally would draw 
on Trinity to meet the irrigation and other water requirements. We 
would draw on Trinity first in preference to drawing on Shasta be- 
cause we can get three times as much power out of the same quantity 
of water. 

We have planned to do that in our operations, and from what I have 
been able to see in the company’s proposal they still contemplate that 
same type of operation. 
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However, this would be a different operation at Shasta than is now 
contemplated with Shasta and Folsom Dams alone operating. Co- 
ordinated operation with Trinity calls for an adjustment in the opera- 
tion of Shasta Reservoir so far as power production is concerned. 

That adjustment would leave Shasta and Folsom units of the Cen- 
tral Valley project with less dependable power unless it is made up 
in some other way. 

Mrs. Prost. Then that means your Trinity project would be operat- 
ing at critical periods when the other two projects could be closed 
down ? 

Mr. Murray. That is right. That has been our contemplated opera- 
tion, whereas if the Trinity projects are not built, then during those 
critical periods we must draw on Shasta to produce water and power. 

The coordinated operation calls for holding water back at Shasta 
in critical times and taking the water instead from the Trinity project. 
The two have been integrated and they should continue to be integrated 
in operation so far as water requirements are concerned, whether the 
Government or the company constructs the powerplants, and yet the 
ability of Shasta to produce dependable power should be retained as is 
necessary for project. pumping purposes, for financial assistance, and 
for support of our long-term-power commitments. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. You look forward, at least you do not rule out the pos- 
sibility, of a contract which might be negotiated with P. G. & E. which 
would take into consideration the integration and dovetailing of all 
the operations ? 

Mr. Spencer. No, we do not rule it out. We do not have enough 
information as of today to say whether it is possible or not. 

Mr. Hosmer. I believe you asked P. G. & E. for further informa- 
tion on April 10? 

Mr. Murray. About 10 days or 2 weeks ago. 

Mr. Hosmer. How long have you been in the course of discussions 
with them with respect to this ? 

Mr. Spencer. Since April of 1954, immediately after hearings at 
Reading. 

Mr. Hosmer. About a year ago? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. At that time, in April of 1954, were your plans firm 
as to what you wanted to do so that a concrete proposal from the com- 
pany could be made ? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, we had made several operational studies and we 
did give them the current operational study at that time, and since then 
we have made some modifications of it. Each time we have given the 
modified study to them, and have had frequent conferences with their 
technical people. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, these conferences still are going on? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Hosmer. What would be the minimum time in which you would 
expect to get the information that you asked them for 10 days ago? 

Mr. Spencer. That shouldn’t take them very long: All we asked 
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for at that time was the backup studies and computations of some fig- 
ures they had given us in their offer of January 13. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would any other additional information be needed in 
order to evaluate their proposals ? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes. The only firm part of their proposal was the 
three and a half million dollars. The rest of it was—‘We will do so 
and so in the way of backing up or firming up your pumping loads.” 

Mr. Hosmer. Have they indicated a willingness to make a firm or 
definite proposal of some sort ? 

Mr. Spencer. I don’t know as I can answer that one. They certainly 
have not refused to. We have not been in a position, however, to 
“sit down and negotiate on a firm agreement at this particular time.” 

Mr. Hosmer. I noted during your testimony that there is a difference 
of between three and a half million and 3,951,000 as to what might be 
paid for the water, and their estimate would be based on, as you indi- 
cated, what they could build a steam plant for some place else? 

Mr. Srencer. On what we think they could get the same power for 
in a steam plant, not having any access to their records or their costs 
or anything like that, but using data gathered from recognized sources. 
For our estimate, we have to take the Bureau costs and use them in 
arriving at our figure of $3,951,000. The two figures are derived from 
two entirely different approaches. 

Mr. Hosmer. Why would it be possible to build a conventional fa- 
cility at so close an ultimate cost as these hydroelectric facilities ? 

Mr. Srencer. I don’t believe I understand the question. 

| Mr. Hosmer. If they can produce power, and apparently they can 
produce power from a steam plant as cheaply as they can from water— 
not quite but approaching that, with a difference of perhaps $400,000, 
what accounts for that ? 

Mr. Murray. That is a common occurrence, Mr. Hosmer, in a power 
system where there are potential hydroelectric plants. The procedure 
is to appraise the economic feasibility of the hydroplant in comparison 
with a steam plant, which has a pretty definite yardstick of cost to go 
by. A company, for example, like the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., in 
justifying an investment in a hydroelectric facility to produce a cer- 
tain amount of power will compare the cost to it of that facility with 
the cost of getting the same power from a steam plant. If the steam 
plant is the cheaper it will build the steam plant. If the hydroelectric 
facilities are cheaper they will be built. 

Mr. Hosmer. The smallness in the difference wouldn’t be just be- 
cause you plan this thing expensively but there are other factors, such 
as where you can locate the steam plant and how you integrate the 
system ¢ 

Mr. Murray. That is right. 

a Hosmm. That is not a yardstick of your efficiency, in other 
words ? 

Mr. Murray. No. The company builds steam plants and it builds 
hydroelectric facilities—depending on which is cheaper for the kind 
of power which is produced. 

Mr. Hosmer. You mentioned some unpleasant experiences with tun- 
nels. Which tunnel are you talking about? Was it Eklutna? 

Mr. Murray. I was speaking of Tecolote tunnel. 
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Mr. Hosmer. How is the geology in this particular region? Is it 
pretty well known ? 

Mr. Murray. Very well known, though we would want to do more 
exploratory work for final designs. In general we have very good 
areal geology by reason of its being so close to Shasta where we con- 
ducted such extensive exploratory work. 

In the geologic examination of the area we have available data re- 
sulting from study of mining tunnels and other tunnel work in the 
area. In general we have no question about the broad geological 
aspects; in detail—getting into questions of where and how much 
tunnel reenforcement, and at what points—all of those things have 
to come out of final design work. 

Mr. Hosmer. There is less speculation about this site than most sites 
you will be building ? 

Mr. Murray. Probably less than there was at Tecolote. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to know with respect to the ultimate use 
of this power—would it be ultimately used by different parties if the 
company were to develop the power than if the Government did. 

Mr. Srencer. I do not see how that could happen. The whole area 
of the Central Valley project is supplied power through an integrated 
system in which the P. G. & E. is the big partner, with about 85_per- 
cent, and the Bureau of Reclamation about 15 percent, so it would not 
change where the power was going. It might change the billing. 

Mr. Hosmer. This isa whole power grid ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. It is integrated now. 

Mr. Hosmer. In which the Central Valley and P. G. & E. already 
are participating and operating and working side by side? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. Attention was called to the two con- 
tracts we have with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. We do integrate 
now. They buy all the power which we do not sell to preference’ 
customers or use for pumping, and if we were to build the Trinity 
development with Pacific Gas & Electric building the power facilities, 
the power still would go to the same load centers. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, whether one or the other does it, there 
is no substantial difference with respect to the reclamation laws? 

Mr. Srencer. I don’t think 

Mr. Hosmer. In that I am noting a question which was posed by 
Chairman Engle a while ago which would have given the inference 
that you might be under violation of the general reclamation law if 
P. G. & E. sold the power but you would not be if the Federal Govern- 
ment did it. 

Mr. Spencer. I am not able to answer that question. 

Mr. Enate. I didn’t hear the observation. 

Mr. Hosmer. You were questioning about the peaking of the power 
intended by P. G. & E. I got an implication that it might be in viola- 
tion of the reclamation law, or that is what your question was directed 
to. 

Mr. Enetr. What I said was this. The reclamation law requires 
the operation of these projects for irrigation, and power is incidental. 
If you reverse the proposition and run them as power projects you 
sien irrigation incidental. By doing that you can get a higher power 


production. For instance, in the project referred to previously, if the 
State operates that project as a power project they can do better than 
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if they operate their releases of water to anticipate and meet the irri- 
gation needs. Therefore with reference to this project, if you operate 
the project for power you have to have enough storage capacity at 
Keswick to reregulate the flows to meet irrigation needs. 

Mr. Hosmer. The net effect of this is that if the power flows into 
a distribution system it is a combination of the P. G. & E, and Central 
Valley project and it goes down to the ultimate customers, no matter 
where you peak it. 

Mr. Srencer. That is right. 

Mr. Hosmer. As a matter of fact, you would have to do some peak- 
ing in order to make your power salable. Isthat right? 

r. Spencer. Under the terms of our contract with the Pacific Gas 
& Electric we doa great deal of peaking with Shasta. 

Mr. Hosmer. As I understand it, you will take a good deal of this 
power and use it for pumping purposes further down the valley. As 
I understand it further, you are going to do your pumping at off-peak 
hours ? 

Mr. Spencer. That was part of the Pacific Gas & Electric proposal. 
Whether we did that would depend on the financial analysis of that 
particular plan of operation. Certainly we would have to have more 
pumps. We would have to have forebay storage alongside the pumps 
and the canal. You cannot shut off the pumps and get the water shut 
off in the canal some 57 miles downstream when the peak time comes 
for everyone to turn on their lights and start cooking, so we would 
end up with regulating or equalizing the reservoir from which the 
pumps would draw water during the off-peak—probably 14 or 15 hours 
a day, something like that—and for 10 hours the pumps would not take 
any water because of the demands for electricity, on peak. 

That is why we would have to work out designs, cost estimates, 
plan of operation and everything before we would know how that 
would affect us financially. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, you have a very large number of power 
sources in this system, hydroelectric and steam plants. You have a 
large number of customers, internal uses, and it is a matter of playing 
chess with those things and working them around so you get the best 
use for the entire system. Is that right? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Arizona, 
Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upau, It seems to me we are breaking new ground here, Mr. 
Engle. I would personally like to get a guidepost or two so I will 
know where we are heading. 

Do I understand it correctly that if the bill as it now exists were 
passed that the department people take the view that even under those 
circumstances they could go ahead subsequently and enter into the 
contract we are talking about with the P. G. & E. Co. ¢ 

Mr. Enate. No, sir. 

Mr. Upauu. If the bill is passed in its present form ? 

Mr. Enate. I do not believe so. 

Mr. Upati, Do they take that view? Are you in disagreement 
with them ? 

Mr. Enoix. We are in agreement that if the bill passes in its pres- 
ent form the powerhouses are to be built by the Federal Government. 
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Mr. Upauu. Can we act on this bill until these negotiations are 
completed? They have to decide whether they want to or do not want 
to enter into an agreement ? 

Mr. Ener. This committee can do what it wants to. It doesn’t 
have to wait for any negotiations. 

Mr. Upau. I am seeking the answer to this—will we find ourselves 
in the position that if we pass reclamation legislation and subse- 
quently the Department, without approval from Congress, goes ahead 
and enters into such contracts with P. G. & E., that that must be part 
of the legislation ? 

Mr. Enete. The question is a double-barreled question. Maybe Mr. 
Spencer will want to comment on this. In the absence of legislation 
the Department could file a report that would authorize the sale of 
falling water as an alternative procedure. They have the power now 
under the 1939 act, as I understand the Solicitor’s opinion, to do that 
as a general proposition. But inasmuch as this project already has 
been authorized by a finding of feasibility by the Secretary under 
the 1939 act which finding contemplates the construction of these 
powerhouses by the Federal Government, a new finding of feasibility 
would have to be planked on top of the present one to change it. 

If the Congress passes the bill as it is written, then the Department 
would be required to proceed to build the powerhouses, and an amend- 
ment to the bill would be necessary to make it possible for them to 
adopt the alternative procedure. 

Mr. Upatu. That is the question I wanted answered. Were it not 
for this 1939 act, under which this project was originally authorized, 
we might have a different situation so far as this bill is concerned. 
There are special circumstances here due to that act. 

Mr. Enete. Well, special to this extent—that a finding of feasibility 
already has been filed, and this finding of feasibility sets up the way the 
project is to be built, and in general the way the project is to be 
operated. Until that finding is modified it stands as the authorized 
project. 

This bill comes along and it will modify to some extent the existing 
authorization. 

For instance, the report filed by the Secretary of the Interior in 
1952, which authorizes this project under a finding of feasibility under 
the 1939 act, provides for a steam plant—this bill does not provide for 
steam plants, and this bill provides for certain regulations of the 
Trinity River which are not in the 1952 finding of feasibility and au- 
thorization. To that extent it will be different. 

Mr. Upatt. In other words, getting down to the final question, it is 
not absolutely necessary that this committee await results of these 
negotiations before acting on it ? 

r. Ener. No, sir. This committee can proceed now. 

Mr. Upat. I have one other question here with regard to your 
statement on page 18 concerning P. G. & E. 

You say, with respect to furnishing power to enable the Government 
to take care of its existing long-term commitments, that the company’s 
offer is silent. : 

__ It seems to me, just looking at the proposition on the surface, that 
if you had a simple clear-cut proposition it might be much easier to 
deal with than having the whole complex power distribution system 
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which you have, because once you take the P. G. & E. people in on 
a different basis it is not a simple thing but a complex thing because 
you have to relate it to the overall problem. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. t 

Mr. Upauu. In your negotiations you intend to bring that aspect of 
it into the picture, to discuss it with them as you indicated here and in 
a way which has not been done up to the present time ? 

Mr. Spencer. We will have to. It will be a very, very complex 
contract and certainly it would require a lot of negotiation. 

Mr. Upatu. In other words, those long-term commitments must be 
taken into account by you ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Upatx. That is all T have. 

Mr. Aspinaty. At this time the committee will start its recess and 
we will resume at 2 p. m. this afternoon, with the gentleman from 
California having the time when we meet again. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p. m., pursuant to recess.) 

Mr. AspInaLL. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will be in session for the consideration of H. R. 4663, introduced by 
Representative Engle. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Spencer, I notice that your name is Clyde H. 
Spencer, regional director of region No. 2, with headquarters in Sacra- 
mento; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. How many years have you been with the Bureau, sir? 

Mr. Seencer. Thirty-six years in July. 

Mr. Sayior. There is a man named C. H. Spencer, and it has come 
to my attention that he was the engineer in charge of construction of 
the Hungry Hore Dam. Are you that man ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Sayior. Do you mean to tell me that the Bureau of Reclamation 
has brought in here a man who built the only project in reclamation 
history which cost less than it was originally estimated, as a witness ? 
It is unheard of. It is phenomenal. I think it should go down as a 
landmark that we have him before this committee. I think the com- 
mittee should take cognizance of the fact that Mr. Spencer is the man 
who built Hungry Horse Dam, I think for $7 million less than the 
original estimate. Is that right, sir? 

Mr. Spencer. Maybe I should explain that, sir. It is a little less 
than $7 million less than the 1948 estimate. Previous to that time 
there had been some estimates on a smaller dam and reservoir with 
less power installation, for less, than the 1948 estimate. 

Mr. Eneir. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Spencer has a lucky streak with him. He not only 
worked on the Hungry Horse and made it from the standpoint of 
construction one of the most successful in reclamation history, but now 
he is out in California where he is going to deal again with one of 
the finest projects that Reclamation has ever had. He will add 
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another string to his bow by the construction of the Trinity in the 
same efficient way that he constructed the Hungry Horse project. 

Mr. Sartor. Without committing myself to the gentleman from 
California I might admonish him to remember that age-old story, 
“Don’t count your chickens before they are hatched.” We are in the 
hatching process at this point. 

I might tell you very frankly that this project looks pretty good, 
but I am going to ask Mr. Spencer some questions. In view of the 
fact that he has the reputation he does have, I expect to get answers 
which will, I hope, not only enlighten me but the other members of 
the committee, as to what their final position will be on this bill. 

Mr. Enate. I join fervently in that hope. 

Mr. Sayuor. Mr. Spencer, was this supplemental report which is 
dated July, 1954, made under your supervision ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, it was. 

Mr. Sarvor. Do you have a copy of that in front of you and ayail- 
able? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. If you will turn to page 6 of that report, it shows a 
total investment of $219,066,600 as the estimated cost of construction 
based on prices prevailing in January of 1954. Among those figures 
I find the second item of the Trinity powerplant and switchyard. 
Is that included in the item that the P. G. & E. has discussed with you, 
that they would build ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. The next item is the Lewiston powerplant of $667,000. 
Is that included in the estimate ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. The next item is the Tower House powerplant and 
switchyard, for $10,070,000. Is that included ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. Next is the Matheson powerplant and switchyard, 
$9,457,000. Is that included ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. The backbone transmission lines and substations are 
$19,025.000. Are they included ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Are there any other items that I have not mentioned 
in this total which you know of that are in the proposal of P. G. & E, 
to erect ? 

Mr. Spencer. The additions to the switchyards would be involved ; 
the Keswick, Elverta and Tracy switchyards. 

Mr. Sartor. Those three items would also be included ? 

Mr. Spencer. Those three items would have to be added to that. 
There are other additions. 

Mr. Sartor. Will you please turn to page 5 of your statement today ? 

Mr. Srencer. Mr. Saylor, there are other additions besides all those. 
There are other additions, too. 

Mr. Sartor. What other additions are there? 

Mr. Spencer. The cost of increased tunnel capacities. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, the estimates which you have included 
here in your supplemental report call for tunnels of what diameter? 

Mr. Murray. 14 feet 7 inches. 














38 TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Saytor. If it were necessary for the P. G. & E. to divert more 
water the increased cost over and above your estimates would also 
be included in the P. G. & E. proposal; is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. It would have to be taken into account, whether the 
Government builds them and assesses the increased cost to the P. G. & 

©. or whether the P. G. & E. would build them. Our reports assume 
we are building them, and the additional cost over and above the July, 
1954, report would be charged annually to the P. G. & E. offer. 

Mr. Sartor. Now please turn to page 5 of your statement which 
you have given today. 

In the last paragraph you state as follows: 

A nearly infinite number of routes exist through which water can be con- 
veyed from a large reservoir on the Trinity River to the Sacramento River 
watershed. The plan presented in my report of July, 1954, to the Commis- 
sioner is a sound one, is workable, and demonstrates feasibility. Obviously it 
may change in detail as further field investigations show ways of improving 
the project or saving on costs. 

The question I have to ask you, Mr. Spencer, is this: Have you as 
the engineer in charge determined that the method which you have 
suggested to this committee or to the Department in your report is 
the best method of getting water from the Trinity River to the Sacra- 
mento River, using these criteria: First, cost; second, the amount of 
water that will be diverted; and, third, the amount of power that will 
be produced ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. On the basis of present investigations, yes. We have 
had suggested routes which we Dies not studied in detail; alternate 
routes, I should say, which we have not studied in detail. Maybe 
someone else can come up with a better scheme. I do not think we 
are the smartest people in the world and that no one else can suggest 
any improvement. 

But on the basis of our past investigations that is the most feasible 
and most economical. 

Mr. Saytor. And your statement today has not changed from your 
report of July of last year, that you feel that in view of all the known 
facts today this is the most feasible way of diverting water from the 
Trinity River to the Sacramento River ? 

Mr. Spencer. I might want to qualify that on the known facts. I 
stated that we had not made detailed investigations of some plans 
suggested by other people. Some of those plans have had quite a 
bit of work by competent engineers. Since we have not gone into 
them in detail I do not think I would want to say that possibly they 
do not have something. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, on page 6 of your statement in the last para- 
graph you state that you will divert over 700,000 acre-feet of Trinity 
water to the Sacramento River Basin annually. Will there be any 
land placed in production in the area known as the Trinity River 
division ? ; 

Mr. Srencer. In the Trinity River division, no. 

Mr. Saytor. Then this 700,000 acre-feet of Trinity water will be 
used in the present limits of the Central Valley project ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. It is a transmountain diversion. 

Mr. Sartor. I believe your statement contains the figure of 205,000 
acres of land which will be brought into production. 
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Mr. Spencer. That is one figure at the top of page 7, but that is in 
the Sacramento canals unit. We do have additional acreage in the 
Delta-Mendota service area along the Delta-Mendota Canal, which is 
100 miles or so downstream. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the total acreage that is contemplated to be 
brought into production by diversion of this 700,000 acre-feet of water ? 

Mr. Murray. We anticipate, Mr. Saylor, if I can answer the ques- 
tion, a total of 346,000 acres of land, of which 205,000 acres are in the 
Sacramento Valley canals area, and the other 141,000 acres are lo- 
cated along the Delta-Mendota Canal, which is already constructed. 

Mr. Saytor. Are the 205,000 acres which are in the Sacramento 
canals unit already in irrigation districts ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir; they are not. Some of the area is. There 
have been districts organized which cover part of that 205,000 acres. 

In fact, I think it is getting up now to where a major part of 
the 205,000 acres is within the boundaries of organized districts. 

Mr. Saytor. Within the boundaries of the organized districts what 
is the average consumptive use of water in acre-feet ? 

Mr. Murray. Well that, of course, depends on the crop pattern in 
the district. In the Sacramento Valley area, which runs fairly heavily 
in pasture crops, the consumptive use probably runs around 3 acre- 
feet per acre, taken on an average. 

Mr. Sayvor. On this 205,000 acre-feet of land what crops will be 
grown on the land? 

Mr. Murray. I might refer here to our planning report on the 
Sacramento Valley canals area. We anticipate that the area will go 
to crops of the following types: 

About 38,000 acres of the 205,000 acres would go into general crops, 
such as sugar beets and beans. 

About 32,000 acres would go into fruits and nuts. 

And about 100,000 acres would go into forage crops, such as alfalfa 
and clover. 

We anticipate that in any one year the balance of the area would 
be dry-farmed. That amounts to about 34,000 acres. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, there will be 34,000 acres you would 
not have enough water to cover? 

Mr. Murray. That is land which in the general practice of crop 
rotation on specific farms cannot be farmed or would not be farmed 
year in and year out, but rather would be left idle and fallow, or grow- 
ing some dry-farmed crop. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the average cost per acre-foot of water which 
you have estimated on this 205,000 acres? 

Mr. Murray. The established price for water on which we are nego- 
tiating with districts now is $2.75 per acre-foot. That is at the main 
canalside. 

Mr. Sayxor. Is this $2.75 the estimate that the Bureau figures is all 
the farmers can pay ? 

Mr. Murray. In the Sacramento Valley canals area our estimated 
ayment capacity weighted over the entire 205,000 acres is just under 
25 per acre. Now, you will have to take the $2.75 and multiply it by 

the average duty of water of around 3 acre-feet per acre to get the cost 
of water at canalside to relate to the payment capacity. 

I should mention, of course, that the $2.75 rate includes the cost 
of operating and maintaining the main canal facilities. 
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Mr. Saytor. In other words, the $2.75 includes the operation and 
maintenance charges ? 

Mr. Morray. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. What do you estimate your operation and maintenance 
charges will be ? 

Mr. Murray. Our estimate on the Sacramento Valley canals is 
around $1.10 per acre-foot. 

Mr. Sartor. I think you have explained the 205,000 acres of land 
that are in the Sacramento area. Now what about the additional 
acreage which you intend to bring into production? What crops do 
you expect to produce on those ? 

Mr. Murray. The Delta-Mendota Canal area is an area that will 
run more heavily to general crops and forage crops than is the case in 
the Sacramento Valley, where we expect reasonably to have a 
substantial amount of fruit and nut crops. I do not have with me 
our estimated crop pattern in the Delta-Mendota Canal area. I can, 
of course, furnish that, if you would like, Mr. Saylor, but the general 
trend is as I described it. 

(The information is as follows :) 


Delta-Mendota service area irrigated crop pattern * 


Percent Percent 
Aine. SI ee i ee yy pres sis A 9 
I sis clit i meio nics amnaceeamae 757 Alteite...... ~~ 3.23. hsi see 21 
MID :\chaciteciat i iicsinned beiiieesicdiminmeniad TA RTIOS ose eor cess 11 
I a ln dig ee i AT TIRCOG TOUT O Knit wernmtixee 8 
ee ane 2 


*Projected from percentages applicable to 98,300-acre service area as tabulated on p. 62, 
House Document 53, 83d Cong., 1st sess. 


Mr. Saytor. What is the estimated cost per acre-foot of water in 
the Delta-Mendota Canal ? 

Mr. Murray. We anticipate that water would be sold at $3.50 per 
acre-foot at the canalside. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the estimated operations and maintenance 
charge in that area? 

Mr. Murray. It will run close to $2 per acre-foot. You understand, 
in the Delta-Mendota Canal area the water has to be pumped up 200 
feet to start with. 

Mr. Sartor. At Tracy ? 

Mr. Murray. At Tracy, and the water runs down the canal. There 
is a substantial pumping charge involved in that. 

Mr. Sartor. Would the pumping costs in the Delta-Mendota Canal 
area be included in your operations and maintenance charges? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, they would. 

Mr. Saytor. That is the reason for the increase ? 

Mr. Murray. That is the primary reason for it. 

Mr. Sartor. Going up from the $1.10 to $2 or more ? 

Mr. Murray. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. The next question I have to ask has to do with the 
Trinity River and its fish. This river has been known internationally 
as one of the great fishing streams of the world. 

What plans have been made to continue the fishing as it has been 
known in the past ? 
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Mr. Murray. When we began the investigation of the Trinity River 
division in 1942, we entered into a cooperative arrangement with the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service under which the Service 
conducted a 4-year investigation of conditions along the Trinity River. 
The survey was made to determine what the fishing situation was at 
that time, and to provide a basis on which the Service could make 
recommendations to us as to how to alleviate any damage that the 
project might cause. 

The conclusion of the Service basically was this: The projected con- 
struction, as we had planned it, would cut off a very large portion of 
the spawning grounds for the Trinity River salmon and steelhead 
runs. The loss which would come from that could be alleviated, and 
perhaps fishery conditions could be even improved, if a proper flow 
schedule were maintained downstream of the diversion dam at Lewis- 
ton. The Service set up flow schedules which were reviewed by the 
State department of fish and game accepted by us, and used in all the 
operation studies that we ran on the project. 

As regards fish, the benefits from the project primarily come from 
two sources to compensate for the damage due to the lost spawning 
grounds. One is the better and more orderly regimen of the stream 
under which high flood flows would not come down to clean out the 
salmon nests and deposit undesirable debris. The other is by pro- 
viding water of more suitable temperature for fish life. 

I might say that the Fish and Wildlife Service studies on the Trin- 
ity were, of course, benefited very greatly by the experience which had 
been gained in the rather extended salmon salvage program at Shasta 
Dam, where the same type of problem existed, and where they had 
more or less of a proving ground with which to work. 

The State fish and game commission concurred in the total amounts 
of water which the Fish and Wildlife Service set up and which we 
adopted in our report. There were minor changes in the flow sched- 
ules themselves, varying from month to month, but they added up toa 
total annual acre-foot release which was agreed to by the two agencies. 
We adopted that same total and have assumed operation of the project 
accordingly. All the benefits from water and power we have pre- 
sented in our report are based upon releasing that fish water as a 
primary or first priority call on the water of the Trinity River. 

Mr. Saytor. Has any provision been made for fish ladders or a by- 
pass at either the Lewiston Reservoir or the Trinity River Reservoir ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir. Ladders or bypasses for the passage of fish 
would be impractical. Based on the studies of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service ladders would be unnecessary if the flow schedules are main- 
tained below Lewiston Dam. 

Mr. Saytor. This next question might be more properly directed 
to either the Commissioner or to the Assistant Secretary, but I was 
wondering about it. In view of the statement which was included by 
Mr. Spencer, on page 8 of his statement, that the basic operation cri- 
teria had been one of meeting the minimum downstream requirements 
as a first order of priority, and that all other requirements had been 
made secondary, I was wondering whether or not there would be any 
objection to seeing to it in this bill that there would be a limitation 
or requirement that the first degree of operation, so far as Lewiston 
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Dam and the Trinity are concerned, is with regard to fish and wild- 
life, - that the first requirement be that fish and wildlife be taken 
care of. 

Mr. Spencer. I think we should leave that for the Commissioner or 
Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Sartor. On page 10 of your statement, Mr. Spencer, the first 
paragraph states that the power rates will assure repayment of costs 
by 1989 with interest at 3 percent. What is the estimated sales price 
of power ? 

Mr. Spencer. About 4.6 mills on the average for firm power. 

Mr. Sartor. 4.6. Where isthat? Is that at the bus bar? 

Mr. Spencer. That is delivered at Tracy. 

Mr. Saytor. Delivered at Tracy ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, Tracy is about at the load center for northern 
California. 

Mr. Sayvor. Is that the cost of your power, or is that the estimated 
sales price of the power ? 

Mr. Spencer. The cost isless. That isthe sales price. 

Mr. Saytor. What is your estimated cost of power ? 

Frankly, if you do not know I would rather have you say that. 

Mr. Spencer. May we supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Murray. It would be beter if we could supply it. I have some 
figures on power cost, but I do not have all of them. 

Mr. Saytor. The reason I asked the question is that I looked over 
the statements and I found the sales price, but I could not find the 
cost of the power. That is the reason I asked the question. 

Mr. Spencer. We will supply that for the record. 

(The information is as follows :) 


Cost of firm commercial power, Central Valley project (without Trinity River 
division and associated features )' 


ROCCO Ue COROT CIN® PU WOt oe ee ee end nce $123, 683, 000 
Revenue deductions through 2006... 2.2252 ese oe 171, 761, 000 
Pmberent LOC GRE A QO acta its an th ath otis ie ee diss Jee 21, 222, 000 
TT ciara oe a 316, 666, 000 
Less revenues through 2005: 
POG WYOOOU TO 4 Sn hi de GE $42, 106, 000 
From sale of non-firm power__-_--------------- 94, 478, 000 
a I a ——————-_ 186, 584, 000 
Oost SF Grim Commercial Sewer... un ee ces 180, 082, 000 
Firm commercial sales through 2005 (kilowatt-hours). ------ 98, 052, 358, 000 
Average unit cost (mills per kilowatt-hour *)___.___-__--_--_-_- 1. 84 
Average unit revenue * (mills per kilowatt-hour *) ______---_-_-- 4. 48 


1Data from table 5, Supplementary Report, Trinity River Division, Central Valley 
Project, July 1954. 

2 Difference between average unit cost and revenue represents amount required to provide 
$78,701,000 aid to irrigation and $179,728,000 surplus by 2005. 

8 Gross revenue from sale of firm power through 2005 amounts to $429,509,000, plus 
$9,002,000, or a total of $438,511,000. 
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Cost of firm commercial power , Central Valley project (including Trinity River 
division ‘and associated features)’ 


Allocation to commercial power $280, 221, 000 
Revenue deductions through 2013... 06-6 n cn eis ncice nice 285, 925, 000 
Interest through 2013 101, 508, 000 


Total i 667, 654, 000 
Less revenues through 2013: 
From project use ied $56, 814, 000 
From sale of non-firm power 101, 513, 000 
ec Sire ttcas elects tare Sekt ct lp vee wesaci sn cteseinae ———————._ 158, 327, 000 


Cost of firm commercial power 509, 327, 000 


Firm commercial sales through 2013 (kilow att-hours ) 372, 358, 000 
Average unit cost (mills per kilowatt-hour *) 3. 04 
Average unit revenue *® (mills per kilowatt-hour *) 4. 45 


1Data from table 10, Supplementary Report, Trinity River Division, Central Valley 
Project, July 1954. 

2 Difference between average unit cost and revenue represents amount required to provide 
$66,636,000 aid to irrigation and $170,678,000 surplus by 2013. 

3Gross revenue from sale of firm power through 2013 amounts to $736,559,000, plus 
$10,082,000, or a total of $746,641,000. 

NotTe.—True cost may vary slightly from above depending upon cost of money to the 
Federal Government and allocation of a part of operating expense to non-firm power sales. 
Average unit cost is not related to rate schedules. Revenues are estimated by applying 
current Central Valley project rate schedules to anticipated loads and are adequate under 
those schedules to meet legal requirements and to provide aid to irrigation repayment of 
existing and prospective features of the project. 


Mr. Sartor. How much per acre-foot would the water cost have 
to be increased if the water users were to repay the $66 million which 
you have allocated to irrigation and classified as being repaid by 
power ¢ 

Mr. Murray. Let me derive it for you so that you will see where the 
amount comes from. 

If we assume that the $66 million is to be repaid in 50 years by the 
irrigators rather than being collected over the repayment period from 
power sales, that would call for a little over $1 million per annum. It 
would be about $1.1 million per annum to repay the $66 million. The 
$1.3 million, divided by the 1,190,000 acre-feet of annual salable water 
would indicate that the increase might be around $1 an acre-foot. 

Mr. Saytor. The next item that I have not been able to find an 
answer to isthis: You say you have allocated certain costs to munici- 
pal water service. What municipalities will be served by water from 
this source ¢ 

Mr. Murray. At the present time the municipal water service of the 
Central Valley project is confined to service through The Contra Costa 
Canal to municipalities and industries on the south side of Suisun and 
San Pablo Bays, and to some extent to the city of Vallejo, which 
diverts out of the delta. We do not anticipate, and the Trinity River 
project is not planned, to augment that municipal water service. The 
allocation indicated here, in effect, reflects the present use of water 
for municipal purposes from the existing project. 

Mr. Saytor. Has there been any cost of this $219 million allocated 
to municipal water supply ? 

Mr. Murray. In effect, there has been. If you will refer, Mr. 
Saylor, to tables 3 and 8 of the Supplemental Report, you will note a 
slight change i in the cost allocation to municipal and industrial water 
service before and after the Trinity project. 
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Table 3 shows the cost allocation of the Central Valley project before 
adding the Trinity River unit to it, and table 8 shows the cost alloca- 
tion after that unit has been added. You can see, in the first table, 
that the allocation to municipal and industrial water is $20,392,000, 
and in the second table it is $20,782,000. That change results from 
the process of allocating costs, rather than reflecting any increased 
municipal and industrial service. 

Mr. eae The reason I ask that question is that there have been 
presented various times to this committee movements on behalf of 
certain people in that area to set up a district within a district, like 
Contra Costa Canal and the area serviced by it. I was wondering 
whether or not there was any effort in this bill to supply or set the 
groundwork for any such monstrosity. 

Mr. Murray. We do not plan, in connection with the Trinity River 
unit, to augment or increase the service of municipal and industrial 
water above what the present project provides. 

Mr. Saytor. I have one other question. Mr. Spencer, since you 
have charge of region 2, I think you are the man who should answer 
this question. 

There has been some rumor, and I want to know whether or not it 
is true, that the Trinity River project is the first step that the Bureau 
of Reclamation has in mind for diverting water from the Columbia 
River down to California. I want to know whether or not there is 
any truth in that. 

r. Spencer. Well, Mr. Saylor, insofar as the Sacramento Office is 
concerned, the answer is “No.” I have no knowledge of anyone any 
higher who has any idea different from that. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Spencer, 
for your answers, and thank you, Mr. Murray. 

a : Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 

r. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asptnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, 
Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Miuter. Mr. Spencer, I read over your testimony, because I was 
not here this morning to hear it. It is always more interesting when 
it is heard personally. However, you do have an excellent statement. 

I was reading your statement over, and I wanted to refresh my 
memory as to what occurred in the hearings when we were out there, 
I believe about a year ago. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. We had short hearings on the Trinity River. I have 
before me the statement which you filed at that time, and the statement 
which you gave this morning. 

I believe you have covered in your testimony the amount of water 
that would be available. Would you give that again for the record, 
as to the amount of water available in this project ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. We are proposing to divert an average of 
704,000 acre-feet which, together with water which is available only 
part time in the Sacramento River, will make a total yield of 1,190,000 
acre-feet for irrigation. 

Mr. Mixxer. And the total cost as of January 1954, prices you show 
as $219,282,000, all of which is reimbursable, except for $215,000 for 
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recreational facilities and some $47,000 for fish protection on the 
Lewiston Reservoir; is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Miiier. Your statement indicates a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.86 
tol. Isthat the same that you gave a year ago? 

Mr. Spencer. I do not recall, but Mr. Murray says it is. 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Mr. Minter. Mr. Saylor has covered this item somewhat, but on 
page 10 you speak about the projected power rates. I hope you will 
put into the record what you feel the power can be produced for, and 
what you will be selling it for. The spread between what the actual 
cost of producing power is and what you sell it for will certainly be 
a factor as to whether irrigation projects are feasible or whether power 
can be used to help pay the cost of these reclamation projects. Is that 
not true? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. We will be happy to put that in. 

(The information referred to can be found on p. 48.) 

Mr. Murer. If the spread is very close and there is only one-tenth 
of a mill between those two it is questionable whether we can make 
some of these projects feasible. If you sell power at less than the cost 
of production you can hardly expect these projects to be feasible; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct except as applied to parts of an inte- 
grated system. 

Mr. Mitier. To whom would you sell the power? Where would 
you sell the power ? 

Mr. Spencer. We have existing contracts for preference agencies, 


other governmental agencies. We have about 13 governmental agen- 
cies in the bay area. 

Mr. Mitier. You can have contracts with all the preference agencies 
to handle all the power you can a ? 


Mr. Spencer. Oh, no. We have also a sales contract with Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. 

Mr. Miturr. How large a sales contract would that be? How much 
of the power you expect to produce would that take ? 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Murray, can you answer that ? 

Mr. Murray. Our contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. is a 
fairly complicated one, but essentially it provides for a recognition of 
300,000 kilowatts of dependable or prime power from the Central Val- 
ley project as the project now is. 

Mr. Mitxer. 300,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Mr. Mirier. You expect to produce about 700,000 kilowatts ? 

Mr. Murray. The 300,000 is for the project as it now exists, which 
includes only Shasta and Keswick plants. We anticipate that figure 
will be raised substantially to recognize the effect of Folsom and 
Nimbus plants. These plants will produce some power—at least some 
nondependable power—this year. The contracts provide not only 
for the recognition of 300,000 kilowatts of dependable power on the 
project, but for the wheeling and firming of that amount of power to 
preference agencies. The balance of the power—under certain terms 
outlined in the contract—is nonfirm or nondependable type of power, 
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which can be purchased by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. since the 
company’s large system can absorb it. 

Mr. Mitier. How much power, then, do you anticipate you will sell 
to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. ? 

Mr. Murray. To the Pacific Gas & Electric ? 

Mr. Miter. How much power do you anticipate you will sell to the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co.; how many kilowatts? 

Mr. Murray. The present project has a total of 300,000 kilowatts 
of dependable power, of which part is subject to wheeling to preference 
agencies under the terms of the contracts, and the company buys the 
balance of it. 

Mr. Mititer. You do not answer my question. How much of the 
300,000 kilowatts—let me go back; how much power do you anticipate 
you will produce under this Trinity project ? 

Mr. Murray. The Trinity River unit is expected to increase the 
salable energy of the Central Valley project by 1,067 million kilowatt- 
hours annually, and we expect the dependable power as defined in our 
contract, to rise initially to about 740,000 kilowatts. Then, as our 
irrigation pumping loads increase, the dependable power would settle 
or stabilize at 600,000 kilowatts. That estimated amount of power 
again reflects the terms of contracts we now have with the company 
under which power is firmed up by the company. 

Mr. Mitier. Then the power you actually sell to the P. G. & E. 
is more or less dump power ? 

Mr. Murray. Most of it is firm power under the terms of the con- 
tract. They firm most of the output up. 

Mr. Mitier. And what does the contract specify will be the cost 
per kilowatt to them ? 

Mr. Murray. There is a variable rate schedule which is set up on this 
basis; they firm the power and either convey it to our customers or 
buy it at $9 per kilowatt per year, or 75 cents per kilowatt per month. 

Mr. Mitier. How mee per kilowatt ? 

Mr. Murray. Seventy-five cents per kilowatt is the capacity charge, 
or the demand charge, for the use of capacity. Then there is an energy 
charge of 4 mills for the first 130 kilowatt hours per kilowatt; 3 mills 
for the next 130 hours per kilowatt, and 2 mills for all other energy 
above 260 kilowatt hours per kilowatt. 

Mr. Mitzer. Do you think you can produce electrical energy and 
put it on the line for 2 mills per kilowatt hour? 

Mr. Murray. The answer is “No”; you could not produce new elec- 
trical energy on the Central Valley project for 2 mills as a general 
practice. However, the total amount of power we produce is not 
contemplated to be sold at 2 mills. 

Mr. Mintzer. Actually the amount you sell at 4 mills is not a very 
large amount ? 

Mr. Murray. It is very important, however, the first 130 kilowatt 
hours per kilowatt at 4 mills. That is each month. The power bill, 
the actual power bill, has to reflect the amount of capacity that is used 
and the number of kilowatt hours and that varies from time to time 
depending on the load factor. 

Mr. Mituer. It depends on how much of an outlet you have, and you 
are satisfied with the contract you are making for the sale of power ? 

Mr. Murray. That iscorrect. It is ample to return the cost. 








TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 47 


Mr. Miter. Does the Reclamation Bureau or any agency of the 
Government pay anything in lieu of taxes on the installations they 
make? 

Mr. Murray. The Bureau does not. 

Mr. Miter. You justify the whole thing, then, for the Federal 
Government, and the State of California and the counties and school 
districts and cities will expect nothing in lieu of taxes? 

Mr. Sprencer. That is the policy now; as the law is today, they 
would not. 

Mr. Miter. They would not collect anything. 

Mr. Spencer. No. 

Mr. Miter. I was interested this morning in an item in the Wash- 
ington Post, about the United States land figures, buildings, and so 
forth, in the different States, and I note where in California which 
has 100,313,600 acres that the Federal Government owns 46,363,207 
acres, or 46.2 percent of the land area of California. They also have 
906 installations which, I presume, includes Interior Department in- 
stallations; there are 60,442 buildings in California and the cost of 
them is $3,414,425,000, 

I presume there is no law in California or no arrangement for 
the Federal Government to pay anything in lieu of taxes on this 
$3,414,425,000 of valuation owned by the Federal Government. Do 
you know of any ? 

Mr. Spencer. So far as Reclamation is concerned, no. You under- 
stand, no doubt, there was included in that the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force bases. 

Mr. Miuier. They are all included in here; but I was wondering if 
they were paying any tax on it. 

Mr. Spencer. I would not know as to agencies other than Reclama- 
tion. 

Mr. Sisk. In connection with the figures read by Dr. Miller, in 
those figures you are using are included all Government installations 
of every kind. 

Mr. Miturr. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Certainly, of course, there are in lieu of taxes, payments 
on certain types of Government installations in California. 

Mr. Miter. No. 

Mr. Sisk. As I understand the gentleman to testify, not on Reclama- 
tion or Department of Interior projects; but there are in lieu of taxes 
payments, for example, on Air Force installations and also in certain 
types of Government housing projects that will be taxed. 

Mr. Miter. I think that is generally true; I think the article indi- 
cates payments in lieu of taxes is much less than will be paid ordi- 
narily by private individuals or corporations that owned the same 
type of property. 

And in the paper of day before yesterday, P. G, & E. had an arti- 
cle—I do not know why it was put in; maybe they thought this hear- 
ing was coming up—of their vast operations, and I want to read part 
of it. I won’t ask to put it allin. It is headed “P. G. & E. 49th Annual 
Report.” It says: 

1954 surpassed all previous records in sales of gas and electricity, gross operat- 
ing revenue, and number of customers served. 
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The interesting thing was the— 


sales of electricity to customers totaled 15,042 million kilowatt-hours, or 1.8 
percent over those of the previous year. 


It says: 


At the year end we were supplying service to 2,973,590 customers in all 
branches of our operations. 

And it goes on in great detail about it and then there is an interest- 
ing item here. They say: 

Our total tax bill approached $104 million in 1954, that portion charged to 
income absorbing 25.3 percent of gross operating revenues from all sources. 

Maybe someone from California can answer that, but I presume if 
P. G. & E. was to construct this operation they would probably have 
to pay more taxes; at least they would pay taxes on the part they 
would construct. 

Mr. AsprnaLi. Will my colleague yield to the chairman for a ques- 
tion ? 

Mr. Miiuer. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Who pays the tax—the P. G. & E., or the customers? 

Mr. Miier. Well, I wonder sometimes in TVA who does pay it. 
I think the people of the country probably pay it down there—you 
and I—and perhaps the customers pay some of the tax—the folks 
served by TVA. I think that is true of every Government service 
that is furnished as a subsidized service, that it calls upon the tax- 
pavers all over the country to share their part in it. 

Maybe that is all right; I am not sure I can subscribe to much of 
it, and maybe that is all right; but I am interested in this tremendous 
tax burden. And I think the school districts out there, the counties 
and towns, would be interested in how to raise money to run their 
school districts. If they are all owned by the Federal Government, I 
do not know just how they would operate. 

Mr. Enotes. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mituer. Certainly. 

Mr. Eneter. Would the gentleman support an amendment to this 
bill which would require the Bureau of Reclamation to collect and 
pay the same taxes that a private utility would collect and pay if it 
built the project ? 

Mr. Mixer. I would certainly support that; but I do not think 
you would have any hope of getting a thing like that through. 

Mr. Sartor. I would support it, too. 

Mr. Ener. Let me put it this way. If it is appropriate to levy those 
taxes and to consider them creditable and beneficial, why should it 
not operate with equal force where you have a Government agency 
constructing the project? In other words, the consumer pays it any- 
way. Let us put it that way. 

Mr. Mrrurr. I think that policy is right, but I think the gentleman, 
Mr. Engle, knows, while he and I have served together on this com- 
mittee, we have had from 10 to 20 bills before it for payment in lieu 
of taxes, and the most of them stayed in committee, and we have not 
been able to arrive at any formula by which that could be worked out. 

Mr. Enate. If the Chairman, Mr. Miller, will look over the bills 
pending before this committee, he will see one bearing my name in 
which that is proposed, and it is in the same state of deep somnambul- 
ism in which it and prior bills have existed for the last 10 years. 
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Mr. Miter. I think that is right, and you have had it in every year. 
Mr. Eneatr. Nevertheless, is it not hard on one side to say the fact 
that taxes are paid or collected, whichever you would prefer, is a 
creditable thing when done by private industry; yet, when I suggest 
we amend this bill and tell the Bureau to go out and collect additional 
amounts from the projects, beneficiaries to be turned over as tax 
payments, I get hit with a cold breath of air? 

Mr. Mituer. I think you have an opportunity there to support the 
move and maybe we may increase the price we sell electricity for to 
the P. G. & E. or other preference customers and thereby get the 
money to pay taxes to the locality. 

Mr. Sartor. If the gentleman will yield, I think here is a situation 
where both of you would like to have cheap power. It is one thing to 
like to have cheap power, but you also have to have revenue to operate 
your municipalities. And I am very much concerned with section 4 
of this bill which I think goes far beyond anything this committee has 
ever undertaken of that very nature. It is a small county, it is true, 
but it says to pay the cost of “police, hospital, and welfare facilities; 
the repair, maintenance, and replacement of existing roads, and the 
establishment of new roads” to give access to the area shall all be borne 
by the Department. Now you cannot have your cake and eat it, too, 
and that is the situation these folks are trying to get in this bill. If 
they want it, maybe they should pay taxes to help to pay for it. 

Mr. Mitier. I am sorry I got off on a diversion. 

Mr. Enete. I can comment on what the gentleman, Mr. Saylor, had 
to say, but I do not like to take the committee’s time. The philosophy 
in this particular section of the bill is that the project, as far as the 
cost which must be paid by the water and power consumers, should 
include that portion of the local expenses which fall upon the local 
agencies of the Government due to the construction of the project. 
This county is owned 90 percent by the Federal Government. The 
construction of this project will move in hordes of construction work- 
ers who will clash with the law and end up in the hospital, and whose 
children will have to be educated, 

Now is it fair to that little county, with 90 percent of its property 
in Federal ownership, that it should pick up the check for that? What 
we simply say is that the Secretary of the Interior, in negotiating with 
the local county, should determine how much of that cost is directly 
attributable to the construction of the project, and that portion should 
be assessed against the project as a portion of the construction cost 
to be paid by the power consumers who will be the beneficiaries of the 
project. That is all that says. And it imposes no unusual obligation 
upon the Federal Government when you consider with reference to 
military installations, what has been done for years. On the other 
hand, it gives those people no particular benefit there; in fact, over the 
long haul, they will probably lose a little money on it, except in the 
general character of improvement that comes to the area to sort of 
balance those things off. 

What we are trying to do is to keep this little county from going 
broke during the construction period. 

Mr. Mutter. I will say to the gentleman, Mr. Engle, that I will 
support any practical way, if you can find one, to have Government- 
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ties. I think it would be helpful; but I do not think we would have 
much chance to get it through the Senate. But I would certainly vig- 
orously support it. 

Mr. Enete. This project, with its financial muscle, can very well 
lift that extra load; but I suspect if you put that load on other major 
projects pending before this committee, you would have the benefit-to- 
cost ratio, instead of being 0.86 to 1, it would be something less 
than that. And it is a little hard to say this project should bear the 
onus of that sort of philosophy and others not. We are willing to put 
ours in the same basket with everybody else and, so far as this particu- 
lar proposal is concerned, if that is the decision, it is all right with us. 
at I just suspect as a general proposition that it would not work very 
well. 

Mr. Mitter. Mr. Spencer, how many acre-feet of water will there be 
in this Trinity River area ? 

Mr. Murray. The average annual runoff of Trinity River at Lewis- 
ton, which is just below the site of the Trinity storage reservoir is 
1,100,000 acre-feet annually. The annual runoff at the mouth of the 
Trinity River, where it enters the Klamath, is about 3,300,000 acre- 
feet annually. 

Mr. Mister. You spoke in your testimony about a contract with the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and I think you indicated those contracts 
now have been made or are in process of being made. 

Mr. Srencer. We have two contracts, one for sale, the other for 
wheeling of company power. 

Mr. Miuuer. And they are necessary in order to make this project 
feasible as an outlet for the power ? 

Mr. Spencer. The extension of the present contracts which we have 
for operation of Shasta and Keswick amended to include additional 
power supplies is necessary. 

Mr. Mitier. Would it be possible to sell all of the power to prefer- 
ence customers like municipalities along the bay area, REA’s, or other 
preference customers ? 

Mr. Spencer. Possible, but not probable. 

Mr. Mutter. Not without constructing transmission lines ? 

Mr. Srencer. We would have to construct low-voltage transmission 
lines, switching gear, and distribution facilities. 

Mr. Mitier. And you have no thought of doing that ? 

Mr. Spencer. No. 

Mr. Mitter. You want to use the P. G. & E. facilities to transport 
the power ? 

Mr. Spencer. This report was made on the basis of a continuation 
of our existing contract for integration and pooling of the power 
resources, 

Mr. Miter. I read your testimony on the amount of falling water. 
You say you made your report to the Commissioner of the Interior 
Department on that basis. I do not see any particular conclusion here ; 

verhaps I missed it, but what would be your conclusion as to the 

. G. & E.’s proposition of buying falling water and paying for it in 
lieu of the entire development by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Millér, there is an explanation in my statement 
why we cannot make a conclusion. In my statement I point out 
that before we would be in a position to make a complete analysis 
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of the effect of the sale of falling water, we would have to come to an 
agreement with the P. G. & E., not only on the dollars which they 
would pay to the Federal Government, but working out details of 
joint operation, the cost of any changes in the plan of development 
required; including sizes of tunnels, penstocks, and powerplants, ar- 
rangements for exchange of power for project pumping and support 
of long-term power commitments, and the effect on plans for future 
additions to the Central Valley project, such as the San Luis unit. 

Mr. Mirzer. I see. Those are the reasons you have not come to a 
conclusion ? 

Mr. Srencer. That is right. 

Mr. Miter. Have you had an opportunity to study in detail or 
negotiate with P. G. & E. on the five different questions you raise ? 

Mr. Srencer. No. We received the first firm offer on January 13 
and have asked for supporting data on the offer. We have also asked 
for a more definite idea of what the company has in mind with regard 
to some of those problems. 

Mr. Miter. They will be testifying here I believe on Friday of this 
week ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Miuuer. And perhaps some of the details will be brought out 
then. I would like to know what they are. I think we ought to stand 
these two boys up side by side and have a look at them and see which 
one is the taller and best one in the public interest. 

Mr. Hatey. And which one is the better looking. 

Mr. Mitter. That depends. I think we have to put the tax dollar 
on one or the other if you doit. Certainly I think you ought to develop 
those rivers, the falling water, whether it is done by the Federal Gov- 
ernment or some other concern. I think the committee and the Con- 
gress will be interested in knowing and trying to analyze the good 
and the bad in each one of the propositions; but I would certainly like 
to see it develop the public results, either way. 

Mr. Srencer. I will not know until we can sit down and talk to them 
and lay the cards upon the table and see how far they would go in cer- 
tain things which they have suggested, and now they would separate 
the Trinity from the Bureau’s planned operation of the Central Val- 
ley project. 

Mr. Miuier. That would really be necessary before this committee 
could come to any conclusion about this particular bill. 

Mr. Spencer. We have to know about that. 

Mr. Mitzer. You would have to sit down with the P. G. & E. officials 
and work out some conclusion about their plans. I want some expert 
advice, and I hope that can be worked out. 

Mr. AsprnaLi. Mr. Spencer, as I understand your statement and the 
data that has been introduced, there is no benefit to flood control ; there 
is no part of the cost of construction allocated to flood control. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. And your studies show that there are no benefits in 
this project which could be properly charged to flood control on the 
river or any of its tributaries? 

Mr. Murray. That is correct. The Corps of Engineers, with whom 
we discussed this project, informed us that while there would be some 
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incidental flood-prevention benefits, they would be strictly incidental 
and so minor that for all practical purposes they could be ignored. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The committee has been very appreciative of your 
patience and your friendly reaction to the questioning of the com- 
mittee members. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ener. I join in your compliment. Mr. Spencer has made a 
very excellent presentation. It has been one of the finest we have had. 

Mr. Sisk. I would also like to join with the chairman, I think Mr. 
Spencer has made an excellent presentation. 

Mr. Miuter. I hope if you do build this project, you will be able to 
save X million dollars. 

Mr. Srencer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
still a little embarrassed over that buildup. I hope I do not let you 
down. I appreciate the consideration shown by this committee. I 
also appreciate the questions Mr. Saylor advised would be asked on 
repayment and crop production, because we might not have been ready 
for those. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. Several of the members of the committee have been 
through this kind of thing before and we know about what is con- 
templated before construction starts. I think I can say we are uni- 
formly pleased with the way you made your statement. 

Mr. Srencer. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatyi. At this time the Chair will call to the witness table 
Assistant Secretary Aandahl and Commissioner Dexheimer, of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, for any statement they may wish to make, 
after which statement the committee will reserve the right to question 
them. 

Before the witnesses start, the Chair suggests that the period this 
afternoon will close at 4 o’clock and we will begin tomorrow at any 
time that the Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner and the Assistant 
Secretary think necessary. 

You may proceed, Secretary Aandahl. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRED G. AANDAHL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY WILBUR A. 
DEXHEIMER, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Aanpant, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a brief prepared 
statement. It*will be somewhat of a repetition of information that 
was presented to the committee, but inasmuch as it is short I do not 
think it will be burdensome. 

May I say it gives me great pleasure to appear before you and to 
express the views of the Department of the Interior and of the admin- 
istration regarding the proposed Trinity River facilities to expand 
reclamation development in the Central Valley of California. 

The Central Valley project is an outstanding project of the reclama- 
tion program. Construction of the originally authorized features of 
the project is virtually completed and completion of the Folsom Reser- 
voir and related works is being approached rapidly. Progress on con- 
struction of the Sacramento canals unit is in the initial stages. These 
works have and will continue to fulfill a great need in expanding the 
irrigation base of the Central Valley, but the demands for irrigation 
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service, spurred by the phenomenal growth of California in the past 
two decades. have grown faster than can be met by these new facilities. 
We recognize, therefore, the need for further expansion of reclama- 
tion facilities for the Central Valley and are prepared to support ap- 
propriate measures for their accomplishment. ; 

To this end we have prepared and now have pending before the State 
of California and Federal agencies for review and comment a Supple- 
ment Report on the Trinity River Division which proposes certain 
enlargements to the existing authorized project. This supplementary 
report has not yet been cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. Neither 
has a report on the bill been cleared by Budget, so I cannot give to your 
committee information on the relation of the Trinity River division to 
the program of the President. 

This proposed addition to the Central Valley project would increase 
its irrigation water yield by 1,190,000 acre-feet annually, or enough to 
fully irrigate almost 350,000 acres of land. It would, in addition, 
increase the electric-power supply to the area by more than 1 billion 
kilowatt-hours annually, a major part of which would be used in 
pumping irrigation water. An addendum was prepared and attached 
to the supplementary report analyzing the possible development of 
the Trinity River division through the sale of falling water and non- 
Federal construction of the power facilities. 

The extensive investigations and studies underlying the propose«| 
Trinity River division establish its engineering and economic feasi- 
bility and its desirability as an addition or complement to the existing 
Central Valley project. Pending the completion of review of the 
supplementary report and addendum by the State of California and 
Federal agencies and receipt of their views and comments, we are not 
prepared to recommend the exact manner in which some of the details 
of the Trinity River division should be developed. 

With respect to the possibilities of non-Federal construction of the 
power features and the sale of falling water, 1 would like to point 
out that the Department has made no recommendation. Reauthoriza- 
tion of the Trinity River division subject to the reclamation laws would 
permit the Department of the Interior to build the entire project, 
including the power features. In case non-Federal construction is 
desired 1t would be well to have specific legislation permitting the 
nee to enter into suitable contracts for the sale of falling water 
and non-Federal construction of the power features. A preliminary 
informal offer by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to enter into such an 
arrangement has been made to Mr. Spencer, regional director of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Now, Mr. Commissioner, do you have an additional statement you 
wish to make ? : 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir; I have no prepared statement. 

Mr. Asprnati. And you do not wish to make an oral statement at 
this time of anything further ? 

Mr. DexHetmer. No, sir. 


Mr. Asptnatt. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Engle. 
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Mr. Enete. Governor Aandahl, I assume an are familiar with the 
letter written by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to Mr. Spencer, which 
embodies the general framework of their offer ? 

Mr. AANnDAHL. Reasonably so. 

Mr. Enae. I take it from your statement that the Department has 
taken no specific position at this time with reference to this recom- 
mendation ¢ 

Mr. Aanpanu. That is correct. ’ 

Mr. Ene te. It is correct then to say that the Department at this 
time does not recommend the adoption of that proposal ? 

Mr. Aanpan. Yes; and it is also correct to say that we do not rec- 
ommend against it. 

Mr. Ena. I observe in the comments which the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. made on the report of the Department with reference to 
the partnership development, the statement was made with regard 
to the increased tax revenues to the Federal Treasury by $70 million 
over the repayment period. Mr. Spencer testified in his statement 
that under the repayment plan, assuming Federal construction, the 
surplus at the end of the period, over and above the interest and repay- 
ment, would be $170 million. 

Now is my conclusion correct that the actual net income to the Fed- 
eral Government in reality under Federal construction is $100 million, 
considering the two? 

Mr. Aanpauu. No; I would not consider that correct. 

Mr. Enerr. What is the amount ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Would you permit Mr. Murray to answer that? 

Mr. Murray. As I interpret their January 13 letter, they anticipate 
an increase in the project surplus of the Central Valley project fund 
in the Treasury of $36 million total; that they expect, over the repay- 
ment period, that the surplus will be not $170 million, but $206 million. 

Mr. Eneue. And, in addition to that, they will pay $70 million in 
capital investment ? 

fr. Murray. That ismy understanding of the letter. 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I think in this connection there is one other comment 
I could make, if you wish to have it. 

Mr. Enete. Yes; I would be delighted to have it. 

Mr. Aanpauu. I would like to refer to the Commissioner’s letter 
of January 19 which was approved by the Secretary of the Interior, 
and on page 6 of that letter there is an analysis of the cost and reve- 
nues under Federal construction and under the sale of falling water. 

And in that analysis, under Federal construction, the power facil- 
ities of the Trinity project would be dependent on other Central Valley 
project revenues to the extent of $1,500,000 annually, unless the rates 
are raised. That could be offset, I think, by an over-all increase in 
rates of about four-tenths of a mill and that, of course, bears a direct 
relationship to the surplus to which you refer. 

Mr. Eneir. Now would you have any objection to including in this 
measure an amendment which would require the project revenues to 
reflect to the Federal Government additional revenues in the amount 
of $36 million plus $70 million ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I do not know just what effect that would have. I 
would have to refrain from answering, I think, for the moment. 
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Mr. Enete. You would have to raise the rates, of course. 

Mr. AanpaH.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enete. I observe also their statement says they would pro- 
vide $65 million in tax revenues for the State and local governments 
over the same period. 

Now you heard the discussion here with reference to that and may I 
assume you would give the same answer with reference to requiring 
the Department to add to the revenues by increased rates in order to 
pay taxes to local governments equivalent to the $65 million over the 
lifetime of the project ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That relates to the question of the payment on the 
part of the Government of payments in lieu of taxes and we have ex- 
pressed, the Department of the Interior has expressed itself upon that 
question in the report on H. R. 105 that was placed in your hands this 
morning. 

Mr. Enete. I see in your report on page 5 that you question the 
wisdom and desirability of imposing on the Trinity development terms 
more onerous than or different from those generally applying to other 
reclamation projects. Is that a correct statement? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Yes, sir. And we have taken the position that while 
there might be justification for general legislation that would so pro- 
vide, we question the advisability of setting it up on one project of this 
kind and not on other projects. 

Mr. Enete. Well this project has been placed in competition, so far 
as the power features are concerned, with a private utility that says, 
first, we will pay $36 million more in revenues, and we will pay $70 
million in Federal taxes and, third, we will pay $65 million more of 
local taxes. 

What I am asking is why you cannot do the same thing under a 
Federal development if it can be reflected in the power rate ? 

Mr. AanpDaHt. I might express an entirely personal opinion by say- 
ing that I have a feeling that where the Government enters into busi- 
ness operations that are in competition with a type of thing that can 
well be done by private enterprise, it would possibly be just as well to 
have the provision such that the Federal Government would pay taxes 
on those ventures. 

Mr. Ener. The Department, however, has adopted no such policy ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. We are, in this instance, only commenting on the 
provisions of this specific bill, but do call vour attention to the fact 
that there are bills before the Congress that deal with the broad aspects 
of the question as it relates to all projects, and were we to comment on 
that type of bill our response may be somewhat different. 

Mr. Enete. What you get down to finally is this, is it not, that is, 
what the power policy of the Federal Government is going to be? 

Mr. AanpDAHL. That is correct. 

Mr. Eneue. As I saw the power policy announced by the Secretary 
of the Interior, Mr. McKay, in August of 1953, with the approval of 
the President, he says: 

A power policy which is based upon the production of power at Federally 
constructed projects and the sale of that power at the lowest possible cost con- 
sistent with good business practice. 

If that is not a direct quotation, I think it embodies in essence at least 
what was intended by what the Secretary said in that power policy 
statement. 
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Now if that power policy, the one announced in August of 1953, is 
applied to this project, it would necessarily require that the power be 
produced by the Federal Government and marketed at the lowest pos- 
sible rates consistent with sound business practice, would it not? 

Mr. Aanpauw. If power is to be produced by the Federal Govern- 
ment in this project, that would apply. The power policy statement 
does not necessarily infer that the power in this project should be pro- 
duced by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Enate. I realize that. 

Mr. AAnpant. On the other hand, it does not necessarily object to 
it, either. 

"Mr. Eneir. That statement was issued, of course, prior to the time 
this offer was made. This offer was made in April of last year. But 
am I correct in my assumption that if this policy is adopted with ref- 
erence to this project, it will be the first time it has been adopted on 
any Governmental project ? 

Mr. Aanpaunu. That is, you mean payment in lieu of taxes ? 

Mr. Enetr. No, sir; 1 mean in the sale of falling water. Do you 
know of any other irrigation and reclamation project where that has 
been projected into the project ¢ 

Mr. Dexnetmer. If [ may answer that, none that I know of is di- 
rectly comparable with this one. However, there are, under special 
legislation, several projects, including the Hoover Dam and power- 
plant, under which we could have sold falling water, or we were given 
the choice in the case of Hoover and we did sell the power at the busbar. 

Mr. Enere. Now Hoover was not built under reclamation law; is 
not that true? 
ont: Dexuemer. It was built under the special Boulder Canyon 
Act. 

Mr. Encte. It does not directly involve matters of Federal irriga- 
tion of lands. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The entire Boulder Canyon Act, of course, was 
primarily set up to include the irrigation of lands below that. 

Mr. Enate. It was not a project built under the Reclamation Act of 
1902. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It was built under the specific Boulder Canyon 
Act, but many of the reclamation laws apply, particularly regarding 
the All American Canal, the Coachella Canal, and so on, which take 
water from storage in the Hoover Reservoir. 

Section 14 of the Boulder Canyon Act provides that that act shall 
be a supplement to the reclamation laws and that these laws shall cover 
the whole project except where they are in conflict with the Boulder 
Canyon Act. 

Mr. Asprnati. You are acquainted with construction of a small 
powerplant in the Grand Valley, are you not? 

Mr. DexHermer. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Is that not an example of at least temporary sale 
of falling water to a private utility for production of power ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, I think it is, because as I recall that the power 
company put up the money for the power features, and they take the 
output over a term of years. 

Mr. AsprNnaLL. 25 years. 

Mr. Dexuermer,. I think that is right. 
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Mr. Enate. I observe the statement that Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
refers to $36 million of surplus revenue. Do you agree with the cor- 
rectness of that figure ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I would like to hesitate a moment until I have a 
chance to check it further. Mr. Murray may know the answer. 

Mr. Murray. We ran a preliminary analysis on the possible surplus 
which would result from the data we had at hand on the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. offer. I understand from one of the company’s en- 
gineers, Mr. Bonner, that they made a repayment study which was 
quite similar to our own in arriving at the $36 million surplus. We 
have been expecting to receive a copy of that study for comparison 
with our own studies. 

Our own analysis, based on our own tunnel cost estimates, indicated 
that amortization of the extra $15 million cost of the tunnels would 
just about use up that extra surplus or a little bit more. In other 
words, by our estimate, we had about $15 million more to recover, 
and it looked to us as though it would reduce the surplus that we 
had under Federal construction by about 6 or 7 million dollars 

rather than increase it by $36 million. 

Our estimates of tunnel costs differ from theirs; by the time the 
extra cost is amortized, there would be a slight reduction in surplus, 

rather than an increase as the company shows. In the final analysis, 
these are all estimates, and the question of surpluses depends upon 
what the final costs prove to be in fact. 

Mr. Encore. In other words, on the basis of your preliminary—— 

Mr. Murray. Secretary Aandahl reminds me that the estimated 
charge in surplus has no relation to the figures given on page 6 of the 
Commissioner's letter of January 19, in which the Commissioner re- 
fers to the $1,500,000 annual absor ption of Trinity costs by the Central 
Valley project. In making the analysis which led to our estimate of a 
$43 million or so decrease in surplus over the pay-out period from that 
shown in the Supplemental Report, we did it on the same basis as 
was used in arriving at the $170 million. The result still includes the 
evening-out effect on total project revenues through absorption of 
higher Trinity costs by the valley project. 

Mr. Enete. But on the basis of your preliminary survey situation, 
the estimated increased tunnel cost could very possibly wipe out the 
so-called $36 million which P. G. & E. refers to in their comments on 
the Bureau of Reclamation repor t. 

Mr. Murray. It could. 

Mr. Enete. And if that is true, then for all practical purposes the 
difference, so far as revenue to Federal Government is concerned, is 
the amount of taxes paid. Isthat right? 

Mr. Murray. That is the extra payment they show to the Federal 
Government over and above the $36 million, yes. So that would be 
the case. 

Mr. Enote. The Federal Government could, if it desired, could it 
not, increase its revenues by raising the project power rate for this 
project as well as for the whole Central Valley. Is that right? 

Mr. Morray. That is correct. 

Mr. Ener. And your present power rate is what ? 

Mr. Murray. The average firm power rate is around 4.6 mills. 

Mr. Enate. 4.6? 
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Mr. Murray. And a raise of about three-tenths to four-tenths of a 
mill would be enough to pay out the million and a half dollars a year 
shown on page 6 of the Commissioner’s report as subsidy furnished by 
the Central Valley project to the Trinity addition. 

Mr. Enetr. But it is possible to continue the present power rate of 
4.6 mills for the whole Central Valley power complex and end up with 
a surplus of $170 million. 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enate. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Murray. That is shown in the report. 

Mr. Enate. And it has been traditionally the policy of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, has it not, to sell the power from one of these major 
projects at the lowest price that it can be sold and at the same time 
come out at the end with a project which shows itself paying out / 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; that is correct. Of course, the Central 
Valley project not only pays out the power and municipal water costs 
with interest but it provides revenues to aid in meeting irrigation 
costs. We still can do this and come out with a surplus to the Federal 
Treasury, even though the Trinity power costs are relatively higher, 
because the Trinity plants are tied together operationally and finan- 
cially with the relatively lower cost Shasta and Keswick plants. 

Mr. Enate. This proposal, then, would amount to a clear departure, 
if adopted, from that traditional principle of building and operating 
reclamation projects. Is that true! 

Mr. Dexuermer. It was our intent, in the addendum report, to set 
up a charge for falling water which would not make the Central Valley 
— as a whole any less desirable or any less valuable so far as the 

‘ederal Government or the Central Valley project is concerned than 
it would be had we built the entire project, including the power 
features. 

Mr. Enete. That would be true, as I understand it, with reference 
to the fiscal position of the Federal Government, but it would not be 
true, would it, with reference to the power rate ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. If we built the power facilities I would anticipate 
that we probably could continue to sell power over a longer period 
of time at the present established rate, which is lower than the com- 
pany rate, than the power would be sold if the P. G. & E. offer were 
used and they built the Trinity power facilities. 

That, of course, would be due to several things. P.G. & E. finances 
might be more costly than the Government’s; certainly they are re- 
quired to pay corporation taxes or ad valorem to the State, county, and 
Federal governments, and those added burdens are reflected in their 
power rates. 

Mr. Enete. That is all. 

Mr. AspinatL. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the pay-out period of the Trinity project as 
such? Isacertain amount allocated for—— 

Mr. Dexuermer. The power facilities would be amortized within 
50 years. The total project pays out in the year 2013 starting in 1943 
under this pay-out schedule. The 50 years are added to whatever 
year the Trinity features are actually completed. 
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In other words, this pay-out schedule assumes completion of con- 
struction in 1963 to the point where it would be in operation and there 
would be then a period of 50 years for the pay-out. 

Mr. Sartor. This, then, is 10 years longer than the present reclama- 
tion law with regard to pay-out on reclamation features ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. We have normally a 40-year period plus 
a 10-year period, which gives us the 50 years. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, you would not start paying on any 
project until it was completed ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The power revenues would be realized in part as 
soon as we started generating power. The water sales would begin 
payment as soon as water was sold, but it would take some period of 
time, of course, before the full development was realized and the full 
annual revenue was coming in. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, this project then complies with the 
1939 act, 10-year development period plus a 40-year pay-out so far as 
reclamation features are concerned ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. I asked Mr. Spencer a question a while ago and he 
deferred answering it, the question of whether or not this is part of 
any proposed project to divert water from the Columbia Basin down 
into California. 

Mr. Aanpaut. The answer is definitely “No” so far as the Depart- 
ment is concerned. 

Mr. Enete. On page 10 I note Mr. Spencer’s statement that the pro- 
jected power rates would assure the repayment of cost allocated to 
commercial power in 1989. 

That means, does it not, that in 34 years from now or 26 years after 
the last powerplant is scheduled to be put into operation this project 
would be paid out on its capital investments to power ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; that is the projection in our pay-out 
schedule. 

Mr. Eneter. And on the basis of the rates set up by the Bureau of 
Reclamation in its present plan. Is that correct? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. I would like to have one point cleared up in my own 
mind. 

I want to know whether or not the difference between the proposal 
of the Federal Government building this project, and all of its facili- 
ties, or the Federal Government building it in conjunction with the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. actually amounted to a difference of Fed- 
eral, State, and local taxes. 

What would happen to this proposition of paying three and a half 
million dollars a year for the falling water ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That price is the estimated amortization of the 
power part of the project, that is the part of the joint feature cost 
which would be installed in the plan as we visualized it, and our figure 
then for that is $3,951,000 a year. 

The P. G. & E. proposal of $3,500,000 I suppose relates to what 
they could pay for this development and for the power output from it. 

Mr. Saytor. I am still not clear. If P. G. & E. will pay to the 
Federal Government the cost of building these projects, or if they 
will build the projects themselves according to Government specifica- 
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tions, is not their offer to pay to the Federal Government three and a 
half million dollars per year, or $3,900,000 a year for the falling water ? 

Mr. Dexueimer. Yes, sir, $3,500,000. 

Mr. Sartor. Where do your figures take into consideration that 
three and a half million dollars, or $3,900,000 ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We haven't actually analyzed their plan as they 
propose it. All we did was to take our plan with the installed capacity 
we proposed to arrive at the $3,951,000. 

You understand, of course, that if the increased capacity they pro- 
pose is to be installed we would have to enlarge the tunnels, penstocks, 
and various other things, and that figure would come out somewhat 
different. 

Mr. Aanpauu. Let me again refer you to page 6 of the Commis- 
sioner’s letter of January 19, which is approved by Secretary McKay, 
and on that page you find an analysis of costs and revenues. 

You will notice that under the sale of falling water proposal we 
have the figure $3,715,000, which is the annual cost of amortizing the 
Federal investment in the joint facilities—the Federal investment in 
the power portion of the joint facilities of the Trinity project—for 
operation and maintenance of the power portion of those joint facili- 
ties a charge of $236,000 annually, making what you might call the 
abstract, or basic, cost of $3,951,000 annually. 

Now, then, if we have Federal construction of the power facilities 
we have a somewhat similar approach where the annual amortization 
cost for the power portion of the joint facilities is calculated at $2,- 
990,000 annually. I believe that, in part, the reason for the difference 
there is that under Federal construction a portion of the power invest- 
ment would be allocated to the cost of irrigation pumping, which was 
reflected in the case of non-Federal construction. 

In addition to amortization of the investment in the power portion 
of these joint costs, we must amortize the single purpose features which 
comprise the powerplants themselves and transmission facilities. We 
also would have larger O. and M. costs because of the additional 
facilities we would have to operate, so the Federal Government would 
have an estimated total annual cost of $6,530,000. 

Now, then, the sale of the power attributable to the Trinity project 
and the several powerplants that are involved, would bring a revenue 
of $5,030,000 at existing rates. As shown in the table, under Federal 
construction of the Trinity power features, we would have to depend 
on support from other features of the Central Valley project to the 
extent of $1,500,000 in order for the project to pay out as shown in the 
Supplemental Report. 

If we would sell falling water we would not have the expenses that 
would cause a drain of $1,500,000 on the other features of the Federal 
project, and the offer of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. of three and a 
half million dollars will offset that $1,500,000 and still leave us an 
annual advantage of over $1 million under the sale of falling water. 

Mr. Dexuermer. If I may expand on that just a little bit. That 
is one of the problems Mr. Spencer brought out so carefully this morn- 
ing—that in any proposed contract or negotiation of it, we would have 
to have pumping power available for irrigation expansion in Central 
Valley, and until and unless we could get a satisfactory supply of that 
pumping power at a satisfactory rate, then to that extent we would 
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not be able to go ahead and have a good negotiated contract which 
would be equally advantageous to the Central Valley project as though 
the Federal Government built it. 

Mr. AanpAHL. In the sale of falling water we would have to observe 
the precautions which Mr. Spencer gave us about negotiating a con- 
tract. 

Mr. Saytor. There is no storage facility anywhere near Tracy 
where the canal might allow water to be stored during the day and 
pump water up during off-peak periods? 

Mr. DexHerMer. No, sir. That would be one of the parts of the 
San Luis project, to supply a storage reservoir into which water can 
be pumped and then later used. 

In our plan we would pump it during the winter time and use the 
water in the summer to some extent. 

Mr. Saytor. There is actually more to it than Mr. Engle just indi- 
cated, that is the difference in taxes which would be paid, and as indi- 
cated by the figures which Governor Aandahl and the Commissioner 
just gave. There is aglifference in the sale of power, a difference in 
the contributions from other features of the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. 

Mr. Enete. I was dealing only with the fiscal aspects. Of course 
there are other aspects of the case which are infinitely complicated. 
For instance, there is a transfer of power between Shasta and Trinity 
which becomes a very serious matter because it is shifting from cheap 
power to higher cost power, and there is the matter of complicated 
pumping arrangements. 

I didn’t mean to disparage the importance of those, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I would like to add this, and it may not be appre- 
ciated by the committee—it is not necessary in my view that this proj- 
ect await any such negotiations. Even if the Congress decides that 
we should let P. G. & E, or some other non-Federal agency build the 
power facilities, we will have quite a while before we get to the point 
where we will have to have the contract firmed up. The project could 
very well go ahead if we could get the money appropriated for it. It 
will be some time before we will have to have those things firmed up 
to the point where we would be stopped if we didn’t have a decision. 

So we could go ahead with the Trinity development either way, de- 
pending on the wishes of the Congress, and we would still have that 
time, time ahead of us, to negotiate either way. 

Mr. Enate. The first feature which would be built would be the 
Trinity Dam. Isthat correct ? 

Mr. DexHetrmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enoate. And the power facilities and the tunnels would both 
come later ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The tunnels would probably be a year or so fol- 
lowing. We would need to know within perhaps a year to 18 months 
after we actually started construction what size they had to be and 
what size the penstocks had to be, but we still have lots of leeway 
before those things have to be pinned down. 

Mr. Enate. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair would like to inquire how much time you 
desire, Mr. Sisk. 

(Discussion held off the record. ) 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is an objection the committee will meet 
at 9:30 tomorrow morning with Secretary Aandahl and Commis- 
sioner Dexheimer at the witness table. } 

Fifteen minutes will be allotted to the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Sisk, and 5 minutes allotted to the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Utt, and 5 or 10 minutes allotted to the gentleman from Colorado, 
Mr. Chenoweth, and at 10 o’clock we will proceed with the local wit- 
nesses from the Trinity project area. 

The committee stands adjourned. 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 1955 


Hovsr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 


Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 9:30 a. m., Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall 
(chairman) presiding. 

Mr. AsprnaL_t. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will now be in session for the further consideration of H. R. 4463. 

When we adjourned the meeting last evening, Secretary Aandah| 
and Mr. Dexheimer were at the witness table and the time was assigned 
for the first 30 minutes this morning as follows: Representative Sisk, 
15 minutes; Representative Utt, 5 minutes; Representative Hosmer, 
10 minutes. 

Mr. Secretary, if you and the Commissioner will come to the table, 
the Chair will recognize the gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. FRED G. AANDAHL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; AND WILBUR A. DEXHEIMER, 
COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMATION—Resumed 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend Secretary 
Aandahl for the very excellent statement he presented yesterday. 
There are some questions which I am still concerned with and more 
particularly, Governor, as this proposition fits into the San Luis piec- 
ture; which, although that specific project is not included in the present 
bill we are considering, certainly the San Luis project is predicated 
on the building of the Trinity project, because they are tied together. 

I would like to ask first with reference to some considerable discus- 
sion we had yesterday regarding power, the cost of power and the 
‘arious contracts that the Bureau has at the present time. 

Do you have figures available showing the approximate power at 
resent produced in Government plants of the Central Valley project, 
in round figures? Do you have the approximate total production of 
power ? 

Mr. Aanpvan. I think probably I should turn to Mr. Murray, 
from the regional office, to answer that question. 

Mr. Sisk. If you can, give us the approximate figure of the present 
production of power. 

Mr. Murray. I have before me in table 5 of the Trinity Supple- 
mental Report the figures for the year 1953, the latest data T have, 
at which time— 
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Mr. Sisk. Have there been any additions since 1953? 

Mr. Murray. No, there have not been any additional general fa- 
cilities. 

In 1953 we delivered a total of just under 2,200 million kilowatt- 
hours of electric energy. That is the gross deliveries from the two 
project plants that were operative in 1953. Of course, the total is in- 
fluenced by water conditions in 1953. In 1954, we may have produced 
a little more or a little less than in 1953 due to different water condi- 
tions. 

Mr. Stsx. In connection with that, with regard to present commit- 
ments you have with the various agencies, groups, subdivisions, and so 
forth, of the State of California, how much power do you feel is being 
produced that would be called surplus power at the present time; that 
is, power above and beyond your commitments ? 

Mr. Murray. Our present long-term commitments for project- 
pumping purposes amount to a little over 300 million kilowatt-hours 
annually. The balance of the energy produced at project plants is 
available for commercial sale. 

Mr. Sisk. What rate of growth do you anticipate under your com- 
mitments at the present time; that is, I notice from time to time with 
reference to these projects that they anticipate an annual growth of, 
say, 7 percent, 15 percent, or whatever it may be. You have a number 
of long-range commitments and I was wondering if the Depart- 
ment has any idea or has it made any appraisal with reference to the 
average annual increase projected, say, over 20 or 50 years? 

We anticipate, of course, a growth in the irrigation pumping loads 
of the project as the years go on, reaching the 300-plus million kilo- 
watt hours to which I referred for the presently authorized project. 
The remainder of the available energy of the project then, which is 
useful for commercial sale, or salable as commercial power, will 
gradually reduce as the years go by, and will be reduced very sub- 
stantially as future units are authorized. We do not make projec- 
tions of commercial load growth as is customary in a utility which 
plans installations to meet future load growth. 

Mr. Aanpant. I wonder if I would be correct in saying, and I am 
going to ask Mr. Murray to check my statement, that all of the Central 
Valley power except that committed under the SMUD contract, would 
ultimately be available for irrigation pumping if needed. 

Mr. Murray. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. Then let me ask this question, maybe of Mr. Murray: 
Hlow much power, how many kilowatts, do you think will be neces- 
sary to do the pumping under the proposed San Luis project? Do 
you have any figures on that ? 

Mr. Murray. If the project is authorized we anticipate under full 
development, when the ultimate quantities of water are being provided 
to the San Luis area, we would need 740 million kilowatt-hours of 
energy annually. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I would like, if I may, to clarify that a little. That 
includes only projects under our plan. It might not include all that 
you might be thinking of as the expanded area under the State plan. 

Mr. Murray. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. What I have in mind is what your Department has 
studied. I am not talking of anything beyond what has been antici- 
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pated in certain bills which are in the hands of this committee now, 
which I am sure you are familiar with. ; 

In addition to that, how much additional power is going to be re- 
quired at Tracy, due to the fact that the Tracy pumps will be oper- 
ated in the wintertime, and so forth? How much power will that 
require? 

Mr. Murray. The incremental portion of Tracy pumping due to 
the San Luis unit is included in the 740 million kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. Sitsk. That is included ? 

Mr. Morray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. That figure includes the increase for Tracy # 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. In the total amount you feel will be required by pumps 
at the San Luis powerplant ? 

Mr. Morray. Yes, sir. I might refer to a table in the addendum 
report on the Trinity River division. Table 2, shows in figures the 
anticipated project pumping energy required in millions of kilowatt- 
hours under different conditions of project development in the future. 

The first column shows the anticipated project pumping load in 
millions of kilowatt-hours for the existing Central Valley projects. 
The second column shows the anticipated project pumping load with 
the extra pumping that would be brought about through the use of 
water developed by the Trinity River division under an all-Federal 
development. 

The third column shows the total energy for project pumping that 
would be required if the San Luis units were added to the Central 
Valley project along with Trinity. 

Mr. Sisk. Now I want to ask a few questions with reference to the 
statement you made yesterday, Governor, on page 2 of your statement 
with reference to the power yield. This is in the first paragraph at 
the top of page 2. You say “It would, in addition, increase the elec- 
tric power supply to the area by more than 1 billion kilowatt-hours 
annually, a major part of which would be used in pumping irrigation 
water.” Do you have in mind in that these pumps that we have been 
talking about? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I had in mind the pumping that would be needed 
in connection with the San Luis project and the Secramento canals. 

Mr. Sisk. Then I would like to call attention to your letter dated 
April 12 to Mr. Engle, our chairman, to page 5 where you are discuss- ’ 
ing section 3 of this bill, where the preference clause of the bill in 
section 3 provides for certain preferential power for Trinity County 
and that area. You state that— 
if the San Luis unit is authorized, the energy available for commercial sale from 
the Central Valley project power system, even including a Government-built 
Trinity power development, will be decreased below its output without Trinity 
and San Luis. This decrease will result from the use of energy for San Luis 
pumping loads. In this circumstance, the preference expressed in section 3 of 
the bill will be meaningless. 

Am I to understand from that you anticipate the needs of power at 
Tracy and San Luis and other pumping facilities needed for full de- 
velopment would more than take up the power developed at Trinity ? 

Mr. AanpvauL. It would take up a large portion of the power that 
is developed there and, under any circumstances, power for irrigation 
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pumping would have priority over other uses of power, such as com- 
mercial sale. 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. But in that second paragraph on page 5 
where you discuss section 3, you say: 

If the San Luis unit is authorized, the energy available for commercial sale 

from the Central Valley project power system, even including a Government-built 
Trinity power development, will be decreased below its output without Trinity 
and San Luis. 
In other words, actually if you develop San Luis, as I understand, and 
that is what I am trying to clarify, if you build Trinity and San Luis 
both, you would have less power for commercial use than you have at 
present even without Trinity. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is including specifically the San Luis project, 
because of the larger pumping load involved there. 

Mr. Murray. I think I might add one point to that. The state- 
ment is correct if we keep in mind this is all under the assumption of 
continuing the existing terms of our wheeling and firming contracts 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. Those contracts require that 
project pumping loads be taken out first, after which the amount of 
firm power available for sale can be computed. 

If some arrangement is worked out under which we have offpeak 
power, it is conceivable that there would be more energy available for 
commercial sale than would be the case if we continue with the type 
of contract we now have. The Secretary’s statement and the balance 
of our figures are based on the assumed continuation of the terms of 
the existing contracts. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, you have definite commitments now which 
you must meet under your present operation; is that correct? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have definite commitments, yes, to the Sac- 
ramento Municipal Utility District, and we have short-term contracts 
for sale to Government agencies and others, and then we have an over- 
all contract with the P. G. & FE. Co. which permits the pooling, you 
might say, of their resources and ours to get a more beneficial use of 
available power. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me ask this question: If we have no power at Trinity, 
if the Government does not build the power plants at Trinity and have 
that power available, and the San Luis project is developed in its en- 
tirety, where do you propose to get that power ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. I would answer your question in this way, that either 
with Federal development of the power facilities, or by a sale of fall- 
ing water, contractual relationships would have to be worked out to 
have power available for San Luis pumping. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you have to have that power ? 

Mr. AAanpant, Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Would that power be necessary. 

Mr. Aanpanu. Yes. And that would have to be arranged for con- 
tractually. Even if we build the power facilities on the part of the 
Government, we would have to have an integration contract of some 
kind, because of the fact that irrigation pumping, in large part, would 
be during the season of the year when water is to be stored in project 
reservoirs and when project plants would be producing little power. 

Mr. Asprnatyi. The time of the gentleman from California has 
expired. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 
Mr. Urr. I have two questions I would like to ask Mr. Dexheimer 


and also Mr. Murray. 
You are conducting a study in the Klamath and Trinity Basin as to 


the future needs of the area / 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. We will have the overall requirements of 
the Klamath Basin ready shortly. 

Mr. Urr. When will that study be completed ? 

Mr. Murray. Let me make a distinction here. Are you speaking 
principally of the Klamath Basin, or the basin in California ? 

Mr. Urr. The basin in California, so far as Humboldt County, Del 
Norte County, and Trinity County are concerned. 

Mr. Murray. We have a long-range investigation under way, which 
is scheduled for completion, I believe, in fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Urr. ‘Two years from now ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Urr. And your belief is that that will in no way alter your 
recommendations as to the construction of the Trinity River project? 

Mr. Murray. Weare quite certain it will not. 

Mr. Urr. According to the charts here, you expect to let down about 
300,000 acre-feet a year from Trinity ? 

Mr. Murray. On an average, that would be about the amount that 
would pass Lewiston diversion dam. 

Mr. Urr. And some 3 million acre-feet are generated between the 
dam and the mouth of Trinity and the Klamath Rivers? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Urtr. And you are going to divert 700,000 acre-feet into the 
Sacramento River. Is that in any way going to add to the flood 
danger of the Sacramento River, due to the lack of dams in the Feather 
River ? 

Mr. Murray. Operations as far up as Redding would have almost 
no effect on the flows of the Sacramento River below the junction with 
the Feather. The Feather River enters the Sacramento River so far 
down that anything done up as far as Shasta has but a nominal effect 
on the stages of the river during high floods. 

Mr. Urr. Is there an actual and immediate need for this 700,000 
acre-feet in the Sacramento River ? 

Mr. Murray. It is our feeling that there very definitely is, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. Would not a dam on the Feather River supply consider- 
ably more water and just as much power as a dam on the Trinity 
River ? 

Mr. Murray. The Feather, of course, is a much larger stream in 
point of available water; for that reason, it could provide more water 
and power. It cannot provide that water for use in the same places as 
would one on the Trinity, and I am certain it could not provide the 
same amount of water as economically. Looking ahead, there is no 
question at all but what both rivers will have to be developed. 

Mr. Urr. That is probably very true. 

Now the construction of Trinity Dam would not have any flood 
control benefit ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir. 

Mr. Urr. While structures on the Feather River would have con- 


siderable flood control benefit ? 
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Mr. Murray. Yes; particularly along the lower Feather. 

Mr. Urr. Would you call the Trinity River project more a power 
project than an irrigation project ? 

Mr. Murray. It has very strong irrigation and power elements in it, 
both. It isa true multiple-purpose project in that sense. 

Mr. Urr. But there is sufficient water available in the Sacramento 
River without this water, if they control the Feather River ? 

Mr. Murray. There is a point of economics of development that 
has to be kept in mind. The Trinity River project can produce water 
in some of the places where it is needed in the Sacramento Valley at a 
lower cost than can the Feather River. The Feather River is not in 
a position to meet the requirements in the area of the Sacramento 
Valley canals, for example, as economically as can on the Trinity. 
Both streams have their essential service areas; both provide a needed 
service, but they relate more to different areas. 

Mr. Urr. Just a question or two about the diversion tunnels. You 
allowed approximately $3 million a mile for construction cost ? 

Mr. Morray. That is roughly correct. 

Mr. Urr. And in increasing the diameter from 14 to 17 feet, you 
have estimated $24 million additional cost 

Mr. Morray. That is correct. 

Mr. Urr. As against the P. G. & E.’s estimate of $9 million ? 

Mr. Morray. That is correct. 

Mr. Urr. Do you think, personally, that $3 million a mile is really 
a high figure ? 

Mr. Murray. I think I would rather refer that to our people who 
did the estimating, since that is their responsibility. The designs and 
cost estimates shown in our report were concurred in by our chief en- 
gineer. We think we have been conservative in estimating the cost 
of building those tunnels. We believe they can be built at those 
figures. 

Mr. Urr. The reason I ask is that to increase the diameter the actual 
removal of rock and stone is about 25 percent. 

Mr. Murray. The tunnels would go up from a little over 1414 feet 
to about 1714 feet. That is about right—25 percent. 

Mr. Urr. There would be a circumference of about 45 feet on the 
14 feet, and some 53 feet on the 18 feet. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I do not believe you can relate your cost figures 
solely to the square yards of area or cubic yards of rock to be excavated. 
Not only does rock have to be removed, but steel supports, and concrete 
lining and any necessary reinforcing have to be taken into account. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair would like to ask unanimous consent to 
hear the Secretary and Mr. Dexheimer for 5 minutes longer, and to 
recognize Congressman Engle for 3 minutes and the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Hosmer, for 2 minutes. 

Mr. Encie. Governor, you heard my discussions yesterday with 
regard to the legal status of this situation, that is, my statement that 
under the existing law the Bureau has the authority now, under the 
1939 act, to enter into a contract for the sale of falling water. Did you 
hear anything in those discussions with which you disagreed ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. No, I did not. 

Mr. Enate. I stated at that time, also, this project was legally an 
authorized project. You agree with that also, do you not? 
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Mr. Aanpaut. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Enete. As I understand the situation, unless the measure passes, 
the Interior Department could file a new finding of feasibility, re- 
placing the one previously filed by the Secretary of the Interior, 
embodying the alternative for the sale of falling water, and the project 
would then become an authorized project with the alternative of the 
sale of falling water. Is that correct? 

Mr. AanpaAnt. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Enete. If the bill goes through, inasmuch as the bill provides 
that hydroelectric powerplants are authorized to be built by the Fed- 
eral Government, you would then regard that, would you not, as 
excluding the possibility of exercising the alternative for the sale of 
falling water ? 

Mr. AAnDAHL. I am not too sure of the legal details there; but, in 
general, that would be my opinion. 

Mr. Ener. Therefore, an amendment would be required to this 
bill in order to put into it the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. proposal? 

Mr. AAnpAunt. It would be desirable. 

Mr. Enetre. Now what would you say if we struck out the authoriza- 
tion for the Federal Government to build the power features and put 
in the bill an amended direction to the Interior Department to enter 
into a contract with the P. G. & E. to build and operate the power- 
houses according to their proposal ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I would feel that would be undesirable at this time. 
The negotiations have hardly begun and there are so many uncertain- 
ties that I would feel such a procedure would be unwise. 

If the committee is inclined to give some recognition to the falling 
water proposal, it would be my suggestion that the authorizing lan- 
guage in section 1 of this bill remain substantially as it is, but that a 
proviso clause be added directing the Secretary of the Interior to 
further study the possibilities of selling falling water and, in his dis- 
cretion, to contract for the sale instead of contructing the power 
facilities. 

Mr. Enete. In other words, you would not want a direction; if any- 
thing is put in the bill at all, you would want it in the nature of an 
available alternative ? 

Mr. AanDAHL. That is correct—as permissive legislation. 

Mr. Ene te. Now, Mr. Dexheimer, can you furnish for the record a 
list of the Central Valley project preference customers and the amount 
of power dedicated to serve those preference customers? 

Mr. DexHetmer. Yes, sir; we will give that for the record. 
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(The information is as follows:) 


Central Valley project preference customers as of Apr. 18, 1955 








Firm power—Con- 
tract rate of de- ‘ 
livery in kilo- 


Customer watts Bote oan Expiration date 


——_—_—__—__—_— 
Initial | Ultimate 










ee I ii i neni peck nana 12,000 () Mar. 1, 1945._..--- (3) 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada....| 33,000 (2) Sept. 15, 1952___-_- Dec. 31, 1970.4 3 
Department of Air Force: 

A Miacin, acubinnenadngnatntinani 200 (2) Aug. 31, 1961.....-. Apr. 1, 1961. 

SEE). cthhhn ts oobachan Oohcddnoake 1,100 (2) Aug, 29, 1951__.__- Apr. 1, 1961. 

CO eee eee 2, 100 () Oct. 1, 1951........| Apr. 1, 1961. 

ith an nhendbasin Ste itinn koh 2,000 @) July 1, 1952_.......| June 30, 1962. 

adhd tis givin euauagnindt 3,000 (2) Jan. 8, 1952_.......| Apr. 1, 1961. 
Department of the Army: 

Benicia Arsenal. ---- 5 nian an anes 3, 500 | (@) Aug. 27, 1951__.._- Apr. 1, 1961. 

ea a ee 2,000 | 5100 | Aug. 29, 1951_.-..-- Apr. 1, 1961. 

Sharpe Depot: 

NE a6 Sx giticameatiouladeapiesonnithie 450 | 6 §50 | Oct. 9, 1951........| Apr. 1, 1961. 
Mi nccdietst aaktuniaan® eben ane te 930 | (2) Avs. Fi, 1001..-... Apr. 1, 1961. 4 

Department of the Navy: | é 

ne. nc cinanckubipheshnues 1,000 (2) July 18, 1951......-. July 1, 1961. 

Mare Island___- dekiwiie ...----| 720,000 8,000 | Dee. 1, 1954___--_- Apr. 1, 1961. 

Moffett Field. .-.....--.- 2, 500 (2) Aug. 27, 1951......| Apr. 1, 1961. 

Supply annex, Stockton_- 5,000 () Pa a a Apr. 1, 1961. 
Duel Vocational Institution_. 100 (2) Dec. 9, 1952....--- Nov. 1, 1962. 
Folsom State Prison... ...----- ait 1,7! (2) Dec. 24, 1052. ....- Dee. 1, 1962. 
Glen-Col'isa Irrigation District ......-._.-- 8 2,600 | (2) Feb. 9, 1953 ._ __.-- Dec. 31, 1964. 
NACA-Anes Laboratory - .---------------- 15,000 | *50,000 | Dec. 11, 1952 19____| June 30, 1957 1! 
Pe NT en ccnnccaconnsnasaee 1, 700 (?) Nov. 14, 1952_._.._| June 30, 1962. 
Provident Irrigation District .......-....--- 400 () Aug. 5, 1952. .----- June 30, 1962. 
Reclamation District 2035 _..........--.--.-- 1, 100 (2) Jan. 27, 1953_......| Jan 26, 1963. 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District...__|!2 180,000 | 290,000 | Dec. 11, 1952____-- | July 1, 1994 3 
Shasta Dan Area Public Utility District__. 5 | (2)  §) ee Feb. 1, 1957. 
West Side Irrigation District__---.._.....-- 141, 500 | @) June 8, 1951_...---| July 31, 1960. 








! Kilovolt-amperes. 4 
2 No change. 4 
3 Cancellable on 30 days’ notice to Bureau of Reclamation. 
* Contract may become null and void under stated conditions as of June 1, 1955, 
§ Effective Feb. 1, 1955. 
6 Effective Jan. 1, 1955. 
1 From date of initial service to June 30, 1955. 
8 100 kilowatt firm power plus 2,500 kilowatt pumping, March through November. 
® Effective July 1, 1955, 
10 Revised Jan. 26, 1954. 
1! May run thereafter to June 30, 1973 unless terminated on June 30, 1957 or on any subsequent June 30 
on 30 days’ notice. 
12 Maximum demand July 1, 1954 to Dec. 31, 1954 equals 173,184 kilowatts in December 1954. 
13 40 years from July 1, 1954. 
4 Delivery August to July inclusive pumping service changed from January to December. Supplement 
No. 1, Nov. 1, 1951. 


Mr. Encter. Also whether, under the partnership proposal as you. 
resently understand it, some of those preference customers would 
Late to be dropped because of insufficient firm capacity in the event of 
the acceptance of the proposal, and just submit that for the record. 
Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir. 





TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 71 





(The information is as follows :) 


Data presented in table 2 of Addendum to Supplementary Report, indicate 
the anticipated amounts of firm capacity that will be available to serve prefer- 
ence customers under all Federal construction of the Trinity River division 
und the partnership plan presented in the addendum. These amounts, whicia 
depend upon assumed contractual relations with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. for 
firming and wheeling, are as follows 


Assumed dependable capac- 
ity (kilowatts) 








Condition | 
With full 
Initial | CVP pump- 
ing load 
Existing CVP including American River features___.........-.--- See ee 465, 000 | 1 370, 000 
Existing CVP with all-Federal Trinity aces dba eed $52 740, 000 2 600, 000 
Existing CVP plus San Luis and all-Federal Trinity. a ee reso 5p aadsg ali 310, 000 
Existing CVP with Trinity partnership ; Oe tatetn ac ata 370, 000 
Existing CVP plus San Luis with Trinity p: artnership_. ie thease al G ieee 290, 000 
1 1969. 
2 1987. 


The aggregate contract rate of delivery under all existing contracts is 414,085 
kilowatts as shown in preceding tabulation. One contract calling for a maximum 
delivery of 280,000 kilowatts has a term ending in 1944. All other preference- 
agency contracts are relatively short term and can be continued, terminated, or 
expanded as project resources permit. With development of full CVP pumping 
load, firm capacity of 414,085 kilowatts would be available only under one condi- 
tion listed aboye—that of all-Federal construction of the Trinity River Division 
without development of the San Luis unit. Under all other conditions it would 
be necessary to reduce the preference customers’ load by the difference between 
414,085 kilowatts and the dependable capacity available under the condition in- 
volved. This reduction would vary from 44,085 to 124,085 kilowatts. Under the 
partnership plan the reduction would be 44,085 without the San Luis unit and 
124,085 with the San Luis unit. With all-Federal construction there would be no 
reduction but rather an increase in dependable capacity without the San Luis 
unit but a reduction of 104,085 kilowatts with the San Luis unit. 

The effect of the Pacific Gas & Electric offer on dependable CVP capacity 
cannot be determined by the Bureau of Reclamation until clarifying details of 
its offer are received. The company estimates that the dependable capacity of 
the existing Central Valley project including American River features would be 
reduced by 60,000 kilowatts under its falling water proposal, while the Bureau 
of Reclamation, based on data available to it, estimates the reduction could be 
as great as 100,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Enatex. I ask unanimous consent for permission to submit in 
writing a couple of technical questions for Mr. Dexheimer or Gover- 
nor Aandahl to supply the answers to for the record. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. As I understand it, all you want is an option to deal 
with P. G. & E. if a reasonable and fair proposal is made; is that right ? 

Mr. Dexurmmer. We are leaving that for the Congress to decide, 
whether they want to put that option in. If they decide it should be 
in, we want it only as permissive legislation; otherwise our hands 
would be completely tied on starting the project until we made a deal 
with them. 
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Mr. Hosmer. That is right. And you would not want to be in the 
coi where you were told to deal with P. G. & E. and had to go 
along ? 

Mr. Drexuermer. It is not very good to play poker where the other 
fellow has all of the aces. 

Mr. Hosmer. And it is also true that if P. G. & E. or anybody else 
went in there, they would have to have a license from the Federal 
Power Commission ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is part of the company’s offer. 

Mr. Hosmer. And that would have to be written into this permis- 
sion, if it is written in the bill? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. If the bill authorized you to enter into such negotia- 
tions, would you require, if you execute a contract with P. G. & E. or 
any other private contractor, that all legal requirements that you oper- 
ate under be met ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We would have to; because the 1939 act, as I under- 
stand, sets down very definite limitations on our authority under 
reclamation law, and all of these things must be met properly in the 
contract before we could execute it. 

Mr. Hosmer. I presume, also, before you would execute a contract 
you would make sure it would be in the best interests of the Govern- 
ment and the people ? 

Mr. Dexnerimer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. And also that such a contract would take into consid- 
eration all of the vital necessities of the irrigation requirements in the 
area ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is particularly what I had in mind in refer- 
ence to the reclamation law. 

Mr. Hosmer. And the power requirements, as well ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. And the power requirements for the pumping. 
Our laws require that irrigation must have a first priority in any of 
our developments. 

Mr. Hosmer. Such a contract, then, would be carefully drawn? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It would have to be carefully drawn, and it would 
be quite a complicated contract because of all of the exchange provi- 
sions that would have to be made. 

Mr. Hosmer. As I understand, you are operating at the present 
time with P. G. & E. in this power situation ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We are. We have quite a complicated contract 
with them now. 

Mr. Hosmer. How have you found them to be in dealing with 
them ? 

Mr. Dexuetmmer. They are very sharp businessmen and work, of 
course, as they are paid to work, for their company. 

Mr. Hosmer. Have you found they have attempted to take unfair 
advantage of you? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I would not say “unfair” but they certainly press 
any advantage they might have. 

fr. Hosmer. I presume, likewise, the Bureau having men of equal 
caliber, does the same; is that right ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We do our best. 

Mr. Hosmer. If I have any time left, I would like to yield it to Mr. 
Utt. 
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Mr. Urr. In constructing these works, you do not do it by force 
account ; do you? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. We do over 99 percent of our work by 
advertised contracts. 

Mr. Urr. I only wanted to suggest that maybe if P. G. & E. thought 
they could provide that additional footage for less than you estimate, 
you might invite them to bid on driving the entire tunnels and save 
one-half. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I do not think we could invite them to bid as we 
would contractors; because I do not think, as a company, they can do 
that legally. But we might work into the contract a requirement for 
them to build the tunnels. 

Mr. Urr. Do not you think P. G. & E, have certain subsidiary con- 
struction companies that do their work ? 

Mr. Dexueimer. I think they do it by contract advertising, the same 
as we do. They probably work with many of the same contractors as 
does the Bureau. 

Mr. Urr. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary and Mr. Com- 
missioner for coming here early this morning. 

Mr. Ener. May I join in your thanks to Governor Aandahl and 
Mr. Dexheimer not only for their coming this early, but for the excel- 
lent presentation they have made of the project. 

Mr. Aanpani. Thank you. We appreciate the privilege of appear- 
ing before your committee. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I want to state particularly 1 appreciate the re- 
marks you made about our regional director and his presentation. 
We hope we can do as well with some of the other projects. 

Mr. Encte. I ask unanimous consent to insert in the record at this 
point a telegram I received late yesterday afternoon from the Gover- 
nor of California, which I desire to read. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If there is no objection, it is so ordered. The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. Enair. The telegram is addressed to me as chairman, House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, and reads: 

Seasonal water supply surveys just completed in California make it even more 
apparent that immediate authorization and construction of the Trinity River 
San Luis Reservoir project are required to forestall increasing economic losses 
due to water shortages. Your furtherance of hearings on pending Trinity River 
San Luis Reservoir legislation is of State and National significance. More than 
half of the members of California’s State Senate today authorized a resolution 
memorializing Congress to authorize these vitally needed water projects. 

Please express my appreciation as Governor to all members of your committee 
for the attentive consideration they are giving California’s pressing water needs. 

Cordially, 
(Signed) Goovwin J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of California. 

Mr. AspinaLL. This morning has been set aside to hear local advo- 
cates of legislation now before us. There are five listed witnesses. Un- 
less there is objection from the committee, we shall have the state- 
ments from these witnesses in turn and will reserve our questioning of 
any of the witnesses until the five have made their statements. The 
Chair hears no objection; it is so ordered. 

The first witness will be the gentleman from California, Mr. Engle, 
who will introduce the witnesses so far as the record is concerned. 
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Mr. Eneix. The witnesses will be Mr. George Fleharty, represent- 
ing the city of Redding as city councilman; Mr. Clair A. Hill, repre- 
senting Shasta County—a licensed engineer representing Shasta Coun- 
ty—with reference to water problems; Mr. Donald Smith, representing | 
the Sacramento Valley Irrigation Committee, of which he is executive | 
secretary, and Mr. Edwin J. Regan, State senator for Shasta and | 
Trinity Counties. 

These witnesses are here to summarize more or less the testimony 
presented to this committee at Redding last year. A transcript of 
that testimony is before the members. We had a 10-man subcommittee 
in Redding last April and heard extensive testimony from the local 
people with respect to this project. A good part of the testimony, 
of course, was cumulative and, without being repetitious, these gentle- 
men are going to summarize the situation very briefly. 

Then our colleague from California, Mr. Scudder, has asked to have 
Mr. R. F. Denbo, from the Eureka Chamber of Commerce, testify. 

He spoke last year, also, at Redding. 

Mr. Asrrnauu. At this time the Chair calls to the witness table Mr. 
George Fleharty. Do you have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Frienarty. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Asprnatt. You may proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE FLEHARTY, MFMBER OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL, REDDING, CALIF. 


Mr. Frienarry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George Fleharty. I am a member of the City Council of the 
City of Redding, Calif., which is located approximately 5 miles from 
the lowest feature of the proposed Trinity River project. I appear 
before you today on behalf of the city of Redding, Calif., and the 
Redding Chamber of Commerce, to urge pas-age of H. R. 4663. As q 
briefly as possible I shall state the reasons why we believe it would be q 
sound Federal policy to enact into law H. R. 4663. 

The Trinity River project has been studied by both State and Fed- 
eral agencies periodically for more than 30 years. Former witnesses 
have informed you the project is definitely one of the best yet to be 
constructed in the United States and has a high ratio of benefits to 
cost. There is no question about its financial feasibility. Because 
we in the city of Redding and the county of Shasta, have seen firsthand 
the benefits that come from Shasta Dam and other features of the 
Central Valley project we urge that you take action to make this part 
of the Central Valley project a reality. It is a logical addition which 
would furnish more water to the area that is desperately in need of it 
and more power can be generated to help pay the cost of irrigation. 
Construction of the powerplants is in accord with the power policy 
announced in August 1953 by Secretary McKay wherein he said : 

The Department of the Interior will, therefore, actively plan and recommend 
construction of generating facilities in hydro projects under its jurisdiction when 
such facilities are economically justified and feasible. 

The citv of Redding owns its own electric distribution system and 
has distributed power for over 25 years. At present Central Valley 
project power is not available to us because it is all committed else- 
where. Although Redding is only 3 miles from the generator at Kes- 
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wick Dam, we are now required to buy public power with a private 
power company acting as a middleman. 

There has been some discussion of selling falling water to the private 
power companies and permitting them to construct the generating 
facilities at their own cost under the so-called partnership basis. If 
I might digress for a moment at this point, I would like to point out 
that p artnership j is not and I hope will not become a partisan political 
issue in California. As I said before, we favor construction by the 
Federal Government of the entire project. However, if Congress 
should seriously consider this partnership proposal, the city of Red- 
ding would like to here express its desire to participate in the part- 
nership. 

Redding is just one small community whose immediate anticipated 
demands are in excess of one-sixth of the total generating capacity of 
the Trinity project. The cities of Roseville, Lodi, Gridley, Alameda, 
the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, and a number of other 
irrigation and utility districts are in a similar position of needing more 
power in the near future. These public agencies should have prefer- 
ence as they do now under the reclamation law. 

On the other hand, the Sacramento River portion of the great Cen- 
tral Valley has approximately 1 million acres of fertile land not now 
in production, which needs only water to become productive. The 
county of Shasta alone has 50,000 acres of productive land awaiting 
development of the Clear C reek and Enterprise Canal features of 
the project. 

The wording of the bill would permit the long-range development 
of these projects. The people in the city of Redding are particularly 
concerned and respectfully request your approval of that part of the 
bill which appears on page 2, lines 13 to 20, wherein it says: 

The works authorized to be constructed shall also include a conduit or canal ex- 
tending from the most practicable point on the Sacramento River near Redding 
in an easterly direction to intersect with Cow Creek, with such pumping plants, 
regulatory reservoirs, and other appurtenant works as may be necessary to bring 
about maximum beneficial use of project water supplies in the area. 

The authorization of the Enterprise Canal would make it possible 
to irrigate about 20,000 acres of land adjacent on the north and east 
of the city of Redding in Shasta County. A small supply of water 
has been made available from Shasta Dam for similar land a few miles 
north. Experience has proven that a number of people who work in 
the area can improve their living standards by small tracts and part- 
time farming. We in the city of Redding are anxious to develop more 
of this irrigable land, especially in small family-size tracts, even on a 
part-time basis, because it definitely stabilizes the economy of the area. 

At present our economy is based largely on lumber and lumber 
manufacturing, a strictly seasonal industry. Layoffs in the lumber 
plants would not affect workers so seriously if they could settle on 
small pieces of land and produce some of the family needs. This seems 
to be in keeping with basic objectives and principles of the Federal 
reclamation program. It is especially important where we have such 
large and continuing increases in population, as We are experiencing 
in all of California and the other Western States. 

The members of this committee will be interested to know that the 
Orland reclamation project, one of the first authorized by the Congress 
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and located about 75 miles south of Redding, has developed an 
economy based on small farms which has been a great asset to the 
northern part of Glenn County. It is estimated that the income taxes 
from the area every 2 years are now equal to the total Federal invest- 
ment, which has made it possible to sell many manufactured items that 
come from the States east of the Mississippi River. 

The benefits to our national economy certainly justify national 
assistance in meeting the water problems in northern California where 
the local people cannot finance and develop these resources fast enough 
to meet the growing need. 

In closing, may I point out to you that this project is of such vital 
importance to the State and to the Nation that Senator Knowland, 
Senator Kuchel, and Congressman Engle as well as Congressmen Sisk, 
Moss, and Hagen, have joined in a bipartisan effort to get the project 
underway as soon as possible. On the State level, Governor Knight 
has only this week urged immediate construction of the Trinity project 
by the Federal Government. Every major officeholder in California 
representing both political parties have taken a similar stand. On 
the local scene, both the Redding Chamber of Commerce and the Cen- 
tral Labor Council have adopted identical resolutions endorsing im- 
mediate construction in line with H. R. 4663. 

With the chairman’s permission, I would like to submit these two 
resolutions to be entered in the record. 

Mr. Asprnau. Unless there is objection, they will be entered in the 
record at the end of Mr. Fleharty’s statement. 

Mr. Enaue. I suggest, inasmuch as the resolutions are identical, that 
only one resolution be printed in the record with an appropriate nota- 
tion of the other resolution, rather than printing both the resolution 
of the chamber of commerce and of the central labor council. 

Mr. Asprinatu, Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Fienarry. We are solidly behind that bipartisan effort because 
reclamation, over a long period of years, has been a fruitful, extremely 
successful, bipartisan program for the good of the entire Nation. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. AsrrnaLy. The committee thanks you, Mr. Fleharty, for your 
very concise and well-stated contribution to the hearing. 

Mr. Fuenartry. Thank you. 

(The resolution submitted for the record is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Trinity River division of the Central Valley project to be con- 
structed in Trinity and Shasta counties has been under study periodically by 
State and Federal agencies for about 30 years as a means of beneficially using 
in the Central Valley of California the now now wasted, surplus waters of the 
upper Trinity River ; and 

Whereas these proposed additions to the Central Valley project were au- 
thorized for construction in 1953, as outlined in House Document No. 53 of the 83d 
Congress under the provisions of section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Act of 1939; 
and 

Whereas the Federal Government is now constructing in the central and 
southern sections of the State the Solano and Santa Baroara projects which were 
authorized for construction under the same procedure and provisions of the 
Reclamation Act of 1939; and 

Whereas the proposed Trinity development would include Federal construc- 
tion of powerplants to assist in repaying the cost of irrigation works in a man- 
ner which has proven successful in the repayment of the present Central Valley 
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project and is the method adopted in the construction of the project’s latest addi 
tions, Folsom dam and powerplant near Sacramento; and 

Whereas such construction is in accord with the power policy statements made 
in August 1953 by the Honorable Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior with 
the approval of the President ; and 

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior studied suggested changes in the project 
plan and approved increased reservoir and powerplant capacity, but definitely 
did not recommend, after considerable study, the adoption of a so-called part- 
nership method of private company construction of the power facilities; and 

Whereas the Board of Supervisors of Shasta County received an engineering 
report suggesting an alternate method of developing the lower part of the: pro- 
posed project and the water resources of Clear Creek ; and 

Whereas local interests have also advocated the inclusion in project plans of 
a conduit to serve water to areas in the immediate vicinity of Redding; and 

Whereas Senator Wm. F. Knowland and Senator Thos. H. Kuchel, and Con- 
gressman Clair Engle have, to their great credit, introduced legislation as Senate 
bill 178 and House bill 105 to modify and improve the present authorization for 
construction of the Trinity River division in accord with the local requests, In- 
terior Department power policy, and proven methods of resource development 
in an admirable effort to meet the State of California’s growing water needs: 
Be it therefore 

Resolved, that the board of directors of the Central Labor Council of Redding 
and Vicinity in appreciation of the action by Senators Knowland and Kuchel and 
Congressman Engle hereby voice their support of the efforts of these representa- 
tives in the Congress of the United States; and be it further 

Resolwed, That the board of directors respectfully request these congressional 
representatives, Governor Goodwin J. Knight, Senator Edwin J. Regan, and As- 
semblywoman Pauline L. Davis to bend their every effort to secure an appropria- 
tion of funds this year to bring about an immediate start of construction on the 
Trinity Division in accordance with House Document No. 53 and the recom- 
mendations of Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay and also as soon as pos- 
sible to obtain favorable action on modification and improvement of the existing 
authorization for construction as proposed for the Trinity project in Senate bill 
178 and House bill 105, which are now pending before the Congress; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the president of the Central Labor Council furnish copies of 
this resolution to all Federal and State officials both legislative and executive 
who are concerned in the water problems which demands the early construction 
of the Trinity River division of the Central Valley project. 

Attest: 

Arcu MERRIFIELD, President, 
Central Labor Council of Redding and Vicinity. 

An identical resolution was approved by the Board of directors of the Redding 
Chamber of Commerce the 25th day of March 1955 at Redding, Calif., and attested 
by Jack C. Butler, managing director. 

Mr. Asprnauut. The chair will call as the next witness Mr. Clair 
Hill. Do you havea prepared statement, Mr. Hill? 
Mr. Huu. Yes. 


Mr. AsprnaLL. You may proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF CLAIR A. HILL, REPRESENTING THE BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS OF SHASTA COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Hitz. My name is Clair Hill and I am speaking as a representa- 
tive of the board of supervisors of Shasta County, Calif. 

We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to appear again before 
you in the interest of the Trinity River Division of the Central Valley 
project and hope that our next appearance will be before the congres- 
sional Appropriations Committee requesting funds for this project. 


61387 
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I realize that figures tend to be boring, however, to impress the 
importance of this project to the State of California, I believe it is 
essential to cite a few figures to show the dire need for additional 
water development within our State. 

The California State Water Resources Board recently published 
figures which show that in 1950 the seasonal shortage in water-supply 
development was approximately 2,700,000 acre-free. For the most 
vart, this represents overdraft of the ground-water supplies, and is, 
in effect, a deficit use which can only lead to disaster if continued in- 
definitely. During the past 4 years the population of California has 
increased over 17 percent to nearly 12,500,000, resulting in an increased 
urban water requirement of about 300,000 acre-feet per season. An 
additional 2,500,000 acre-feet per season has resulted from an increase | 
of about 15 percent in irrigated lands during that same period. Dur- 
ing 1954 the total deficit use of water in California amounted to nearly 
6 million acre-feet. As these figures show, our present deficit use is 
more than double what is was just 4 years ago. I believe these figures 
were well worth quoting as they definitely illustrate the condition of 
our seasonal water supply to date. 

I would like to digress just a minute and add a little to that. 

In this same report, which was presented to the legislature by the 
State water resources board, it estimated that by 1965 the population 
of California would increase to about 16,500,000 people. This would 
give an urban water requirement of 900,000 acre-feet per season greater 
than 1950, and it all sums up to the fact that we will need by 1965 
entirely new supplies for 11,400 090 acre-feet per season. So, regard- 
less of whether the State of California builds the Feather River project 
and the Federal Government builds the Trinity River project, we will 
still be short in developed water supplies, and seriously short, as many 
reports show. 

To go on with my statement, may I further illustrate this by point- 
ing out that these conditions have been developing over a period of 
more than average water supply or more than average annual precipi- 
tation and, in the event a cycle of dry years should occur in the future, 
which is entirely possible and appears to be overdue, only catastrophe 
can result. 

Shasta County lies at the head of the Central Valley Basin of Cali- 
fornia with Shasta Dam in the approximate geographic center of the 
county. Shasta Dam, as you well know, impounds the water of the 
Sacramento, Pit, and McCloud Rivers, which is released during the 
irrigation season to meet the power and irrigation requirements of the 
Central Valley project. We are predominantly a foothill and moun- 
tain county, except for about 30,000 acres of irrigated land in the exist- 
ing Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District. At present within the 
whole county there are about 40,000 acres of irrigated land out of a 
potential irrigable acreage of approximately 215,000 acres. Use of 
water for all purposes in our county is now approximately 230,000 acre- 
feet and ultimately will be about 600,000 acre-feet, or a net additional 
requirement of some 380,000 acre-feet. There is good indication that 
this irrivable acreage will be revised upward when new land-classifica- 
tion studies, which are now in progress, are completed. The great ad- 
vances in irrigation practices during the past few years, and in particu- 
lar, the continued increased application of sprinkler-type irrigation 
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has brought fiiany of our heretofore unproductive lands into the pro- 
duction of #004 permament pasture. This is illustrated by the attached 
two photos which show a general view of some of our typical bench- 
lands before and after development. 

Those are attached to the back of the report, and are the two pieces 
of land which are adjacent to and similarly have been developed in the 
past 5 years. Those Congressmen who landed at the airport a year ago 
drove by this particular property on their way to town and it has been 
a very successful development, as the pictures will show. be Th 

Shasta County’s industries, insofar as revenue production is con- 
cerned, are the lumber industry and its related wood-processing indus- 
tries, agriculture, recreation, and tourist trade. 

Our annual farm income over the past 8 years was over $5 million 
and in 1951 peaked at $6,872,110, reflecting the high cattle prices dur- 
ing that period. Since the county’s farm income is largely based on 
livestock, this production can be multiplied many times to meet the 
requirements of the rapidly increasing population, and provide livli- 
hood for many more geoule by the irrigation of our irrigable lands. 

It will interest you to know that one-third of the strawberry plants 

produced in California last year originated in Shasta County. This 
is a highly specialized crop which is very rapidly becoming an im- 
gems factor in our agricultural economy. The strawberry acreage 
aas quadrupled over the past 4 years, with this year’s production 
anticipated to gross, on the basis of signed contracts, nearly $1 million. 
The geographic position and climatic conditions have been found to 
be perfectly adapted to the production of these berry plants. 

I will not take the time to trace the history of water development 
in Shasta County other than to state that most of the development 
that can be accomplished independenly at the local level has been 
»sccomplished. It appears that further development will require large 
investments and integration into larger projects. Statewide planning 
for water-resource development has made local planning for the future 
more complex and has further illustrated the need for cooperation at 
the local level in the planning for the future development of water 
resources. In order that we in Shasta County would have a master 
plan for the orderly development of all our water resources to irrigate 
all of our irrigable lands the county is now negotiating with the State 
of California for the preparation of a report and master plan to 
blueprint our future development. The investigation required has 
been estimated to cost $100,000 and is to be paid for on a matching 
fund basis by the county and State. 

Our county recognizes its responsibility and the complexity of water 
development and is willing and able to cooperate in any way possible 
with the Federal Government to secure this development and to iron 
out any details as rapidly as possible. 

The Trinity River diversion project is sound and I know of no 
legitimate opposition to it. I believe that the provisions in the bill 
to authorize the development of Clear Creek and the irrigation of over 
50,000 acres of land on both the east and west side of the Sacramento 
River are proper and should be authorized as part of the project. 

Last year Shasta County prepared a report which has been submitted 
to your committee showing that it was possible to develop along with 
the Trinity River diversion some 250,000 acre-feet annually of Clear 
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Creek runoff. This is a logical and, we think, necessary inclusion to 
the diversion plan. It not only develops additional wikéer over and 
above that shown in House Document No. 53 and its supplement, at 
no additional and possibly a lesser cost of the overall project, but it 
would also permit the gravity irrigation of in excess of 50,000 acres 
of land in southwest Shasta County, and provide additional flood 
control on the Sacramento River. 

In regard to the provision for a project area east of the Sacramento 
River, it appears that the only logical souree of water for this area.is 
the Sacramento River. Trimty River or Clear Creek waters can be 
made available to this area at Keswick Lake. Water can be pumped 
directly from Keswick Lake into a canal which would run east from 
a point near Keswick Dam to serve some 20,000 acres of land in that 
area, 

From the standpoint of power development, Shasta County is in 
the fortunate position of having approximately 875,000 kilowatts of 
installed hydroelectric generating capacity within its boundaries. Of 
this total, 450,000 kilowatts are installed at Shasta and Keswick 
powerplants. Four hundred twenty-five thousand kilowatts are in- 
stalled at Pacific Gas & Electric Co. plants. The private investment 
in the county for these power facilities nets the county $2 million 
annually in tax revenues. 

We have not analyzed the overall statewide economic effect of adopt- 
ing the partnership plan permitting the construction and operation 
of the Trinity powerplants by a private utility company and we do 
not feel prepared at this time to make a statement in that regard. 
However, from the standpoint of Shasta County alone we must rec- 
ognize the revenue value of having the capital expenditures necessary 
for the construction of these facilities on our tax rolls to help meet 
the ever increasing demand for services resulting from the steady in- 
flux of new families to our county. 

In conclusion, I would like to thank the committee again for this 
opportunity to appear and I urge that your committee exert every ef- 
fort to expedite this project as much as possible to help alleviate Cali- 
fornia’s serious and increasing water shortage caused by the tremen- 
dous infiux in population. I also request that you recognize our local 
potentialities and willingness to cooperate in any way possible to help 
secure the orderly development of this project. 

I would like to go on just slightly there. H. R. 4663 makes pro- 
vision for the irrigation of lands in our county, the details of which 
can be worked out during the preconstruction stage. While I have 
stated that private construction of the power facilities is the best, we 
believe, for Shasta County I sincerely hope that necessary power ne- 
gotiations do not hold up the immediate authorization and start of con- 
struction as would be feasible under Mr. Dexheimer’s suggestion yes: 
terday. 

I also have with me, which I would like to introduce in the record, 
a resolution passed by the State water resources board, subsequent to 
your meeting last year, relative to the Trinity project. I would like to 
read the resolved clause. I think the rest of it does not need reading. 

Mr. Asprnati. Without objection, the resolution will be made a part 
of the record, with the understanding that the resolving clause will not 
be made a part of your statement. 

Ifearing no objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 197—MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
RELATIVE TO THE TRINITY RIVER DIVISION PROJECT 


Whereas the State water resources board pursuant to chapter 1541, statutes of 
1947, is conducting statewide investigations of the water resources of California 
for the purpose of determining the State’s water needs, and is formulating a 
statewide plan for complete development, conservation, and utilization of the 
State’s water resources ; and 

Whereas these investigations have produced an inventory of the State’s water 
resources ; determined the present use and future needs of water in California, 
and developed tentative plans to serve the future water needs of all areas in 
California; and 

Whereas it is an established policy of the board to make reservations in “the 
California water plan” for adequate water supplies to meet the future require- 
ments in areas of origin; and 

Whereas as a unit of the California water plan, the State has formulated a 
project for the utilization and development of the waters of the Trinity River 
in the Klamath River Basin and in the Sacramento River Basin; and 

Whereas the United States through its Bureau of Reclamation in the Depart- 
ment of Interior has presented to the Congress a proposal for development and 
diversion of the waters of the Trinity River in California which is not in accord 
in certain respects with the California water plan; and 

Whereas hearings before the subcommittee of the United States House of 
Representatives Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs with reference to 
the.Trinity River division project were held at Redding, Calif., on April 16, 
1954 ; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed by the State water resources board, That the Trinity River division 
project be constructed at the earliest practicable date; that adequate reserva- 
tion be made of water for present and future beneficial uses in the Trinity River 
watershed; that adequate reservation of water be made for present and future 
beneficial uses for irrigation and other purposes in Shasta and Tehama Counties 
and on the Sacramento Valley floor in accord with the California water plan 
before any water developed by the project is exported out of the Sacramento 
River Basin; and that further studies should be made particularly along Clear 
Creek to obtain a plan for the ultimate and best use of the waters of the Trinity 
River division project; be it further Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the chairman of the subcommittee of the United States House of 
Representatives’ Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, and the United 
States Congressmen and Senators from California concerned therewith. 

The foregoing resolution was adopted by the State water resources board, State 


of California, on June 4, 1954. 
A. D. EDMONSTON, 


State Engineer, Secretary. 
Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much for your contribution, Mr. 
Hill. 
Mr. Huw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 
Mr. AsprnatL. The next witness is Mr. Donald M. Smith. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD M. SMITH, REPRESENTING THE 
SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRRIGATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could have the other map 
here just for a minute. 

Mr. Enote. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. AspINALL. We are glad to have you with usyMr. Smith. Do you 
have copies of your statement ? 

Mr. Smiru. No, I got here late and my statement is being typed. 
Copies will be available later. 
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Mr. AspINnaLL. You may proceed, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, as Mr. 
Engle has said, my name is Donald M. Smith. I have been secretary 
of the Sacramento Valley Irrigation Committee, a group of farmers 
and businessmen in four counties in northern California since 1948. 

I carried on that work for a number of years, in addition to my 
work as a University of California College of Agriculture employee, 
with an office over in Red Bluff, Calif. 

I have been particularly interested in the irrigation situation in 
the Sacramento Valley. I have worked for the Trinity project because 
about half of the water which our area will need, some 200,000 acres, 
must come from the Trinity Reservoir. So, we have been greatly 
interested in the construction of the Trinity project, and have worked 
for it very greatly during the last 7 years. Therefore, we are very 
much interested in seeing this bill passed and in seeing this great 
reservoir become a fact. 

Our group of people has been working for additional storage to 
irrigate the Sacramento Valley and also a portion of the San Joaquin 
Valley for these 7 years. 

In our area some 50,000 people live, and some 200,000 acres will be 
irrigated from water from Shasta Reservoir and water from the Trin- 
ity project when it is constructed. 

Weare very appreciative of the generosity of the Congress in author- 
izing the Sacramento Valley canals and making funds available for 
their construction. At the present time a portion of these canals are 
now under construction. I think some 9 or 10 miles of canal are 
already under construction. 

We are greatly concerned in our State, as Mr. Hill has told you, 
with the growing need for irrigation water. 

I have before me a clipping from the Sacramento Bee quoting State 
Engineer Edmoiuston to the effect that California is facing one of its 
major droughts this year. 

1 would like to state that I have been in contact with this situation 
for the last 2 months and I am well informed on the condition which 
exists there which is rather desperate. He states here that unless: we ’ 
create more water storage in that State to take care of the growing 
needs of the public and of the great masses of people who are moving 
into the State we are going to be in serious trouble. 

I would say that we are in this particular year. The area I am work- 
ing with is here [indicating on map]. I have been working with a 
group of businessmen and farmers. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Will you identify the map to which you are referring, 
Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. This map shows the Trinity project area. 

Mr. Encte. He wants it identified for the record. 

Mr. Sairu. This is a map showing the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. As I read it, it is a map of the Central Valley project 
of California by the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

Mr. Suirn. The area I represent is right here [indicating on map]. 
These [indicating] are the canals‘we have been: working on here. 

_ At the present time a short section of this canal here [indicating} 
is under construction. 





TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 83: 





Half of the necessary 600 and some thousand acre-feet of water 
necessary to irrigate this 200,000 acres [indicating] will come from 
Shasta, and the other half must come from Trinity. 

Right now we are involved as a State in a major project in ‘this 
area | indic ating |. In here [indicating] is a reclamation project called 
the Orland project. It is watered by storage from these two reservoirs 
right here [indicating]. They have now less than 2 acre-feet of 
water available for each acre to be irr igated in this project. The nor- 
mal use of water is about 5 acre-feet, just to give you some idea of how 
serious conditions are in this State. 

Right here [indicating | is the Sacramento River which is, of course, 
the greatest river in California, and the one that supplies the bulk of 
the water for irrigation as far south as Sacramento and also supplies 
water on the San Joaquin. 

The river at Red Bluff today is running less than half of its normal 
capacity. 

People who are going to live by irrigation in California this year 
are going to be very short of water. ‘They are going to be out of water 
before the season ends. 

Pumping plants, of course, are going to be in use, but those who 
need gravity water, unless they are supplied by a great reservoir, such 
as Shasta Reservoir, which has been a great boon to the great State of 
California, will be out of luck. 

I think Mr. Hill probably told you, and I think it was told to you 
yesterday, that it holds normally about 414 million acre-feet of water, 
and expects to end the season this year with about 1,800,000 acre-feet 
which is less than half of the amount of water which was in that reser- 
voir last year at that time. Should we have one more dry year in 
California, which has happened before, and it happened in 1929 to 
1934, that great State, dependent entirely almost on stored water, will 
be in very, very serious condition. 

It seems to me, and it seems to our committee, that it is very import- 
ant indeed that all the storage possible be created in that State as fast 
as possible to take care of the critical conditions which could exist, or. 
could occur in California. 

I think that is all I have tosay, Mr. Chairman. I just wanted to tell 
you about the conditions that exist, and about our dependency on this 
stored water which will ultimately be in the Trinity Reservoir. 

Mr. Aspinaui. Thank you very much, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Sirn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Asprnaui. The Chair will call upon Mr. Fleharty, Mr. Hill, and 
Mr. Smith to take chairs at the witness table, and we shall proceed 
with our questions. 

Mr. Fienarry. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. Joseph 
Patten, who is water resources engineer of Shasta County. 

Mr. Asprnat. At this time, the Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enetz. Mr. Chairman, I again call the committee’s attention 
to the transcript of the Trinity River hearings held in Redding on 
April 16 last year, at which hearings some 30 witnesses appeared. In 
arranging for local testimony to be heard at this time it was my pur- 
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pose not to burden the committee with the appearance of witnesses 
who had been produced at the hearings in Redding, and whose testi- 
mony would be largely repetitious of that presented at that time. I 
realize of course, that the members do not have time to read all of 
these documents. Nevertheless, this testimony that you have heard 
Were is in the nature of a summary and, in general, in the same vein 
as that which was produced much more voluminously at Redding last 
year. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If the gentleman from California will yield, the 
Chair would like to suggest that it takes less time to read the hearings 
of last year than to repeat the hearings. I would like to congratulate 
the chairman upon his bringing back here only a few witnesses at this 
time in view of the previous testimony. 

Mr. Enate. I think the Chair can say that he hopes that the mem- 
bers will give some attention to that. I think, in some instances, 
where you have a very great controversy with reference to a project 
locally that it is important to call a great number of local witnesses 
and to go into their testimony extensively, but as in this case, where 
we have unanimity with reference to the project, and only disagree- 
ment with reference to details, that in those instances largely new 
proposals which have been made will be considered by this Committee. 

Mr. Fleharty, I wonder if you would step to the map and show the 
committee members where the city of Redding is located on the map 
which has been previously identified. 

Mr. Fienarty. It is here [indicating]. 

Mr. Encte. In other words the city of Redding lies immediately to 
the south of Shasta Dam and just west of the Sacramento River. 

Mr. Fienarrty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enote. You are practically within a stone’s throw, then, of 
both Shasta Dam and Keswick Dam, is that correct ? 

Mr. Fienartry. We are less than 3 miles from the Keswick power 
facilities. 

Mr. Enote. Keswick being the after-bay for Shasta Dam. 

Mr. Fienarty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enate. I understand that Redding does have a municipal dis- 
tribution system, is that correct ? 

Mr. Fienarty. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Enore. At the present time do you purchase your power from 
the Bureau of Reclamation from hydroplants at Shasta and Keswick, 
or from the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. ? 

Mr. Fienarty. The power is generated at Shasta and is sold to the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., and we purchase it from the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. 

We recently have had under consideration the renewal of a 5-year 
option to that contract which we have unanimously consented to renew, 
and it is a favorable contract because of the competitive situation in 
the area. 

However, at that renewal time we consulted with the Sacramento 
regional office of the Bureau and we were told that there was no addi- 
tional power to be purchased from the Bureau at that particular 
moment. 

Mr. Enere. That is, that all of the power produced at Shasta and 
Keswick had been contracted for and was not now available for pur- 
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chase by the city of Redding which, under the law, is a preference 

customer; is that right ? 

Mr. Fienarty. That is correct. 

Mr. Ener. Do you feel, however, that in your initial negotiation 

of your contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. that you were 

aided by the fact that at that time there was a possibility of securing 

power from the Central Valley project ? 

Mr. Fienarry. I do not believe there is any question on that point 

at all. 

Mr. Enote. Can you estimate the savings on your contract as a re- 

sult of your negotiations which, you might say, were attributable to 

the fact that there was low-cost ahiin power available in the area at 

the time that the contract was negotiated ¢ 

Mr. Fienarry. I have no documentation on that particular subject. 

However last week I called the local office of the Pacific Gas & Electric 

Co. and asked if they were going to renew our contract and I was told 

at that time that the savings to the city of Redding would be approxi- 

mately $200,000 annually. 

Mr. Enctir. Per annum? 

Mr. Fiemarry. Yes. 

Mr. Enetex. $200,000 per annum ? 

Mr. Frenarry. Yes. 

Mr. Enete. Is the city council, therefore, interested in an addi- 

tional source of Central Valley power in the event that at some future 

time you might desire to contract for that power for your municipal 

distribution system as a preference customer ? 

Mr. Fienarty. That, of course, would be up to the decision of the 

council at that particular time, and I cannot speak for future periods. 

However, the present, position of the council has been taken and we 

realize that a great deal of our city government is financed by the 
roceeds from that municipal utility system, and if at some future 

Rete that competitive situation should not exist we would lose that 

preference right and our city finances would be in great jeopardy. 

Mr. Enate. In short, the existence of an alternate source of power 

gives you the kind of a bargaining position that Mr. Dexheimer and 

Mr. Aandahl were referring to in their testimony here this morning; 

is that correet ? 

Mr. Fienarry. That is correct. 

Mr. Enete. I notice in your statement on page 2 you make the 

assertion that— 

If Congress should seriously consider this proposal, the city of Redding would 

like to here express its desire to participate in the partnership. 

Do you mean by that that as a preference customer you would like 

to have a chance to examine the possibilities of getting into that pro- 

gram yourself? 

Mr. Fienarty. We would very definitely like to have the oppor- 

tunity to examine the possibilities of it ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Enote. Are there other public agencies up and down the valley 

and in northern California similarly situated to the city of Redding? 

Mr. Fienarry. There are approximately 4 or 5 other cities which 

have similar situations, and one in particular is the city of Roseville 

which just recently had a preference contract. expire, and at the ex- 

piration date of that preference contract there was no longer a com: 
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petition situation in existence, and the power rates returned to their 
ormer status. 

Mr. Enete. Can you point out, roughly, on the map which has been 
previously identified, the location of the city of Roseville ? 

Mr. Fienarry. It is here [indicating]. 

Mr. Enatr. I do not believe it is listed there. It is a little north 
of peer, about 18 miles north of the State capital at Sacra- 
mento. 

Now, there are other cities also similarly situated; are there not? 

Mr. Fienarry. Yes; there are other cities also, the city of Gridley, 
Alameda, the Sacramento Municipal Utility District and Lodi. 

Mr. Ener. What is the present consumption of electricity by the 
city of Redding; do you know? 

Mr. Fienarry. A contract which would be entered into today would 
probably be on a 40.000-kilowatt basis. 

Mr. Encxir. Mr. Hill, I was interested in your statement. I under- 
stand that you are a civil engineer? 

Mr. Hix. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Enorxr. And that in that capacity you do handle civil engineer- 
ing as a private civil engineer as well as in this instance representing 
Shasta County. 

Mr. Huu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enotr. Now, to identify Shasta County, it is that area in north- 
ern California, is it not, immediately adjacent to Shasta Dam, run- 
ning west to the top of the mountains, and running north for approxi- 
mately 100 miles, and running east for approximately the same dis- 
tance, and south for approximately 20 miles; is that right ? 

Mr. Hm. Yes; it is an area about the size of Connecticut. 

Mr. Ener. About the size of the State of Connecticut ? 

Mr. Hu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Encore. At the present time it is that area in which the major 
portion of the water delivered to the Central Valley originates, but 
does it receive for local use the water that originates in that area? 

Mr. Hitt. No, sir. 

Mr. Encore. As I understand your statement you believe that this 
may be the last chance for Shasta County to get on the water wagon? 

Mr. Hirt. Yes, we definitely believe that. 

Mr. Encir. And, as a consequence of that situation, you are in hopes 
that when the Trinity project is put into construction that some por- 
tion of the water may be available for the utilization of the people 
of that area who, heretofore, have had no direct utilization of their 
own water resources ? 

Mr. Hix. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enate. Is that correct? 

Mr. Hit. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enoue. You are familiar, I assume, because of your active par- 
ticipation in water projects throughout northern California in con- 
nection with your engineering practice, with the water conditions in 
northern California at this time? 

Mr. Huw. Yes; I am. 

_ [believe it would be desirable if I would introduce the water condi- 
tions in California as published by the State April 1, and make 1 or 
2 comments thereon. 
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For instance, on page 2 the Board says that the runoff in the Central 
Valley area is 53 percent of normal, and in the south coastal area it is 
22 percent of normal, the rainfall itself throughout most of the moun- 
tain area is between 60 and 70 percent and the snow pack is an average 
of about 60 to 65 percent of normal, and of course, our biggest reser- 
voir is the snow pack. 
In would like to introduce the entire document, which is very inter- 
esting, into the record. 
Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is objection, it will be made a part of 
the file. It will not be made a part of the record. Hearing no objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 
Mr. Ener. Your statement does not say so, but you are a member 
of the State of California Water Resources Board ? 
Mr. Hitz. Vice chairman of the Board, yes, sir. 
Mr. Enete. You are not today appearing before the committee in 
your capacity as a member of that board, but in your capacity as the 
civil engineer for Shasta County ? 
Mr. Hit. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Enete. And so your testimony today is not given as a State 
official, but as a representative of the county. 
Mr. Hitz. That is correct. 
Mr. Ener. However, because of your membership on that board, 
you do have an intimate knowledge, do you not, of water conditions 
throughout California generally ¢ 
Mr. Hii. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Enate. Now, is it not true, that the State water resources 
board has the responsibility for developing the basic data with refer- 
ence to the water problems of California ? 
Mr. Hirt. Yes, sir, that is one of our major responsibilities. We 
spend about $1 million a year on it. 
Mr. Enortr. And, as a member of that board, you have observed 
the board during the past 2 years going into a general program of 
inventorying the water resources and the water needs of California? 
Mr. Hinz. And plans for their future development. 
Mr. Enote. And is there any doubt in your mind, either as a mem- 
ber of that board, or as the county engineer for Shasta County, that 
this Trinity River project is a necessary and logical step in the utiliza- 
tion of California’s water resources to meet the increased needs of 
the people out there? 
Mr. Hitz. None at all. 
Mr. Enete. Do you have any further comment that you desire to 
make with reference to the statement made by Mr. Edmonston which 
was referred to by Mr. Smith? 
Mr. Hix. No, that information about water conditions in Cali- 
fornia is well known by those who study water problems and the con- 
dition is developing into quite a serious condition throughout Califor- 
nia. As pointed out, this report here is dated April 1 of this year. 
‘. Mr. Enete. It is true, is it not, that in some areas in the San Joaquin 
Valley they are sinking pumps to the level of 2,000 feet at a cost to 
the farmers of as much as $60,000 or $70,000 a pump ? 

--Mr. Hitz. I am not sure of the depth. The cost is about what it is 
reported to be. 

Mr. Ener. Now, Mr. Smith, your testimony amounts to this, I 
believe, and if I am wrong, would you please correct me, that the 
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Sacramento Valley canals currently under construction have sufficient 
water, based upon history, if it does not get worse, to take care of the 
initial uses of the Sacramento Valley canals when completed ? 

Mr. Smirn. From the Shasta Reservoir. 

Mr. Enote. But when the ultimate uses of the Sacramento Valley 
canals are developed that an alternative source of water must be 
secured and that the Sacramento Valley canals which are presently 
under construction are relying upon the Trinity River project for that 
alternate source of water ? 

Mr. Suiru. That is correct. 

Mr. Enaux. Then it is also a correct statement, is it not, that the 
northern part of our State has so far committed its water resources 
into other areas, to supply the San Joaquin Valley and the Delta, 
that it now finds itself short of water and must go into transmountain 
diversion from the Trinity in order to firm up the ultimate require- 
ments for its own water ? 

Mr. Smirn. That is certainly correct. 

Mr. Enate. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Is the gentleman from Utah in the room ¢ 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. Westianp. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from Idaho, 
Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prosr. I would like to ask Mr. Hill this question: On page 5 
of your statement you state that there will be served 20,000 acres of 
land in that area by pumping directly from Keswick Lake into a canal 
which would run east from a point near Keswick Dam. Will this be 
20.000 additional acres of land ? 

Mr. Hitx. Yes, land which is not irrigated now, additional land. 

Mrs. Prosr. Will that be pasture type of land or is that a highly 
productive type of land ? 

Mr. Hixzt. Both. This area is the area in which strawberry-plant 
production is increasing rapidly. It will be land of that type as well 
as pasture-type land. 

Mrs. Prosr. About how much will there be in each category ? 

Mr. Hix. I could not tell you because the strawberry aki is 
growing so rapidly, but I understand it is a high yield and a low- 
acreage crop. As to acreage areas, I would say that most of it would 
be pasture lands and dairy lands. 

Mrs. Prost. Pasture and dairy largely. 

Mr. Hitz. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Now, do you know at this stage approximately how 
much per acre the irrigators will have to pay for water ¢ 

Mr. Hitz. No, we do not. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Smith, what did you say the capacity of Shasta is? 

Mr. Smirn. It is 4,500,000 acre-feet. 

Mrs. Prosr. In other words, it is a trifle over half full, or not quite 
half full? 

Mr. Smrru. I think they anticipate the peak storage in April to 
be 31% million this year, which will be 1 million less than last year 
when it was full. 

Mrs. Prasr. This will be an extremely dry year? 
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Mr. Smrru. Yes, this will be an extremely dry year. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, as I listened to you as you pointed the 
dam out on the map I was concerned about whether or not the addi- 
tional Trinity storage would take care of the Shasta requirements, but 
that would not be true if it is filled within 700,000 acre-feet of capacity. 

Mr. Smirn. It is 1 million acre-feet less than it was last year at 
this time. I anticipate the total amount will be 1 million acre-feet 
less than the total capacity. 

Mrs. Prost. Is that at the end of the snow runoff ? 

Mr. Surry. At the end of the season in October we estimate the 
carryover in the reservoir will be about half of what it was last year. 

In case of 1 more dry year, which often occurs with California, 
much as I hate to say so, we could be in very serious condition as far 
as water is concerned. California is a semiarid State. It must depend 
on stored water for its uses. With its present population of 13 million, 
and its great development of farmlands, stored water is completely 
essential to that State. 

Mrs. Prost. However, you will be getting water out of the Trinity 
Lake or Reservoir to take care of additional new lands and still pick up 
from Shasta that water which you need. 

Mr. Smuru. I do not know how Shasta will be at the end of another 
season, but we anticipate that our needs for these canals will be filled 
for the first 8 to 10 years of their needs from Shasta if the seasons are 
normal and then, of course, later development of those canals depends 
entirely on the additional supplies stored in the Trinity Reservoir. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. I have no questions at this time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hater. [have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I have no questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Hill, in view of your position with the water re- 
sources board, and your understanding of the water situation in Cali- 
fornia, I would like to ask you what the situation looks like at present 
on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley in the general area of the 
proposed San Luis project. What is the availability of water in 
that area at the present time? 

Mr. Huu. There is none at the present time other than ground 
water, and the condition, I would say, is exceedingly bad in that whole 
area. 

Mr. Sisk. That is the area primarily in which these deep-well pumps 
are located ¢ 

Mr. Hitz. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. How much longer do you believe, Mr. Hill, that acreage 
now under irrigation can be continued with the rate of lowering the 
water table in that area ? 

Mr. Hix. I would hate to attempt to answer that question except 
to say that it has already gone longer than many expected that it 
could go under the present conditions. It cannot go on too much 
longer. The table is going down too fast, and they are drawing on 
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that ground-water basin, lowering it at too rapid a rate for it to 
continue very much longer. 

Mr. Sisk. How many acres of land will be affected in this area these 
in the next 6 to 10 years ¢ 

Mr. Hitt. In the San Luis area? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. Is it not correct that it is generally considered to 
be in the area of some 500,000 acres ? 

Mr. Hi. That is close to right, yes. I have the report, but it is 
roughly a half-million acres. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, would you say that this particular area 
is simply going to return to desert unless we have an available supply 
of water in that area? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Hitz. Yes, and I am not sure but under the most optimistie 
conditions that the water can be developed fast enough to prevent that, 
If we do not get started now it will certainly be too late, 

Mr. Sisk. "Then, certainly the whole economic picture in the valley 
will be vitally affected ? 

Mr. Hitz. I would not limit it to the valley. I would limit it to 
the whole State. The valley is important to the whole State, and it 
will be a serious disaster to the State, I think, if that condition con- 
tinues to exist in its present status without additional water being 
furnished. 

Mr. Sisk. In your capacity as an official in the State of California 
are you familiar with the approximate gross income of that general 
area represented on this side of the valley there? 

Mr. Hix. No, I have not that figure with me. 

Mr. Sisk. But it does run into a great number of millions of dol- 
lars? 

Mr. Hitz. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Stsx. And certainly, as you say, it is of vital concern not only 
to the Central Valley, but to the entire State of California as well as 
to the United States. 

Mr. Hii. Yes. 

Mr. WestLanp. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sisk. I shall be glad to yield to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington. ! 

Mr. West.Lanp. How long has this project been considered ? 

Mr. Hix. The Trinity project ? 

Mr. WesTLAND. Yes. 

Mr. Hiri. It was in the State water plan in 1929, as presented by 
the State engineer, and it has always been a part of the Central V: alley 
project ase onsidered by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Westrianp. As I understand it, this carries an extremely high 

ratio of benefits to cost, and I wondered if any attention had been given 
to local financing of this project, as you seem to have been somewhat 
stymied here in “ Congress for appropriations. We are financing a 
$365 million project in n the State of Washington through private funds 
and throngh local public utility districts. I wondered if considera: 
tion had been given by your counties and public utility districts, if you 
have them, to financing this thing through private sources. 

Mr. Hirt. No, sir, ‘it has not been considered. As you are aware, 
the condition of the irrigation districts, at least in California, was not 
such financially during the thirties that they could even consider such 
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a thing, and then the war years followed, and then the postwar years 
when that could have been considered, but was not. It has not beer 
done, to my knowledge. 

Mr. Wersrianp. Do you think that it would be a good thing to con- 
sider financing this project through the issuance of revenue bonds, for 
example ¢ 

Mr. Hitt. Well, yes, but I would like to go on to say that, in our 
opinion, it is going to take both Federal, State, and local funds to meet 
our coming needs. 

Our board recently in this statement that was passed on to the legisla- 
ture estimated that we are going to have to start paying out $50 mil- 
lion a year in water-development projects to develop the water that 
is needed by the increased population over a long period of time, and 
that is why the Feather River project by State financing is being very 
seriously worked on at this time. 

Mr. Enere. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, I will yield. 

Mr. WestLAND. Yes. 

Mr. Enatr. I will say with reference to the matter of financing that 
the State legislature has authorized a project called the Feather River 
project w hich would cost $1,700 million, and the State legislature, on 
this very day, is out there considering ways and means to get th: ut, 
project off the ground. 

That is a project which is located if you will observe the map—will 

ou point that out, Mr. Hill, or Mr. Patten—in the area indicated there. 
ti is north of Sacr ‘amento and about halfway between Sacramento and 
the northern valley. The Feather River is the remaining single major 
source of water in the Central Valley. So, our State is already in 
just about as deep as they think they can go. The Feather River 
project, which is estimated to cost $1,700 million will dwarf the upper 
asin project. 

The report filed by the State engineers, and I hope you will correct 
me if I am misstating the facts, Mr. Hill, recommends that the State 
of California proceed with the construction of that project with what 
umounts to general obligation bonds, because the general obligation 
bonds would be backed by the general revenues of the State, and they 
have appropriated enormous sums of money already for the prelimi- 
nary engineering studies, and at this very legislature they are under- 
taking to get sufficient funds, and they are having difficulty getting 
them, as our State budget is not in as lush condition as it was during 
the war years, to buy the reservoir site. 

I have always felt, as I am sure the gentleman from Washington 
does, that these States ought to be set up to do something for them. 
selves in managing their own water problems, and in this instance the 
State of California is undertaking, because of the seriousness of its own 
needs, to proceed to the construction of a project which will more than 
double the investment, and perhaps be two and a half times greater 
than the investment in the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Westianv. May I reply to that ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, go ahead. 

Mr. Westianp. That is very interesting. I not only know that the 
State of California feels that way about developing its own resources 
and is willing to put up that amount of money to do it, but also in’a 
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case like this, gentlemen, you have a situationgwhere a certain area-‘or 
community can do the financing through the issuance of revenue 
bonds and the sale of them to investors, and they may be good bonds, 
if you can sell your power, which I imagine you can under a contract 
such as we are doing at Priest Rapids, it does not really call for an 
expenditure of local funds. It is an obligation, but, nevertheless, it 
loes not require an appropriation of State funds. 

Mr. Enere. The problem with reference to the Trinity project is 
this, as pointed out in the study, they are going to have to bite off all 
they can chew if they take on the Feather River project, and the de- 
velopment of both the Feather River project and the Frinity project 
are necessary for the ultimate water needs in California. 

In addition, since the Trinity project is so closely integrated in its 
operation with the Central Valley project it is not easily susceptible of 
separate construction and operation. In other words, that water would 
come down into the Sacramento River, join up with the water from 
Shasta and be used jointly with Shasta for joint water releases, and the 
thing will be worked together, as well as the power releases. So, the 
Feather River project is susceptible of independent construction by 
the State, whereas there are mechanical difficulties in a separate agency 
building the Trinity project, which is a much smaller project. 

Tho Trinity project involves, according to the most current figures, 
the diversion of about 700,000 acre-feet of water per year, and’tlre 
storage of about 2 million acre-feet. The Feather River project will 
involve the storage of approximately 3 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Westianp. I would think if this project is as good as the gentle- 
man from California has said many times that this Trinity River 
project is, where the benefit-to-cost ratio is 3.3, that the people in that 
area would certainly furnish the money to finance it themselves and 
run it themselves. 

Mr. Enote. What they are really doing is taking the tough one 
themselves, the Feather River project, and asking the Federal Gov- 
ernment to build an additional unit in the Central Valley project 
which complies with the standards of the reclamation law. I do not 
know of a single other project left in this country that would qualify 
under the 1939 Reclamation Act. This is one of the best. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnaut. Mr. Sisk is questioning the witness. 

Mr. Stsx. I will yield to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. Ruopes. I would just like to enlarge a little bit on the remark 
of the chairman of the full committee. It seems to me that this is a 
classical reclamation project. This is taking water and putting it on 
land and using the power revenues to help to defray part of the cost 
of the project. It seems to me to be a pretty sound project, and if you 
believe in the Federal Government staying in the reclamation busi- 
ness, as I do, then it would seem to me that it would be very difficult 
to oppose this project. The fact that it is a good project I think should 
influence the members of this committee, and I hope the committee 
considers it favorably rather than unfavorably. 

Mr. Sisx. I want to thank the gentleman from Arizona for his 
comments, and I also appreciate the statements of the gentleman from 
Washington, because I am in agreement with him also that the States 
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should be ready to step up and do all they possibly can in financing 
these projects. In California we are moving as rapidly as we can on 
a State basis. 

This particular project, the Trinity and the San Luis project, have 
already been considered as definite parts of and an integral part of 
and feature of the Central Valley project from its very inception, is 
not that right ? 

Mr. Hitz. Yes, the Trinity project has right from its inception. 

Mr. Sisk. And, of course, will be considered as just another feature 
of the overall Central Valley project at its completion. 

Mr. Hitu. Yes, that is true, and it must be integrated with it due 
to the fact that the storage land area and the services are from a few 
miles to several hundred miles away. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, Mr. Fleharty, in connection with your mention 
here of the fact that the city of Redding may possibly be interested in 
a partnership seen have you people made any study of, or have 
you had any discussion of or gone into it in any detail at all with 
reference to entering into a discussion with the Bureau regarding a 
partnership program such as is under consideration ? 

Mr. Fienarrty. Mr. Sisk, as is stated we have favored down the line 
the Federal Government constructing this project in its entirety. 
However, as the members of the committee are probably familiar with, 
the partnership proposal has come at us with somewhat of a rush in 
the last month or two, and we have not had the time to go into any 
detailed study whatsoever on it. 

Mr. Asrrnatt. Would you yield to the chairman, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, I will yield to the Chair. 

Mr. Asprnau. Do you feel, Mr. Fleharty, that you have the finan- 
cial strength in those municipal and public bodies so that you could 
assume the responsibility that the private utility has suggested it is 
willing to assume ? 

Mr. Frienarrty. I could not answer that, Mr. Aspinall. I imagine 
you mean for the entire power facilities in their entirety ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is correct. 

Mr. Fienarry. I doubt that; I do not know, but I doubt it. 

Mr. Asptnatu. Then, what kind of a partnership proposition do 
you have to offer, or would you have to offer ? 

Mr. Frenarty. There are several facilities on the project, and we 
would like to be considered possibly for some of those facilities. 

Mr. Asprnatxt. Some of the individual projects that are part of the 
whole project ? 

Mr. Frenarty. That is right. 

It could only be done with the cooperation of all the agencies I men- 
tioned. It could not be done as an individual city or entity. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you. 

Mr. Stsx. I would like to pursue a little further your point that 
this partnership thing has come up with a rush. In view of the fact 
that you are on the ground there, that you are familiar with the situa- 
tion as it has developed in that area, how long has the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. been interested in this program? Are you familiar with 
when they first showed an interest there ? 

Mr. Fienarry. To my best recollection, Mr. Sisk, it was initially 
broached at the April hearing in Redding last year. Merely as a 
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statement at that time I do not believe the company had any detailed 
studies on it. 

Following that period there was no mention of it on the local scene 
up until not over 60 days ago I would say, about two months back. 

Mr. Sisk. Are you familiar at all with the reasons for their sudden 
interest in this particular site ? 

Mr. Fienarry. Iam not, Mr. Sisk; no. 

Mr. Sisk. You have no opinion with reference to why they have 
interested themselves in this particular project ? 

Mr. Fienarry. I have nothing concrete to base an opinion on what- 
soever. 

Mr. Sisk. You mentioned in the questioning by Mr. Engle a situa- 
tion at Roseville. I understand that you made the statement that in 
view of the expiration of the contract recently that they were forced to 
pay a higher price due to the fact that there was no longer any com- 
petitive possibility. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Fienarty. That is substantially correct, I believe. That is what 
happened. 

Mr. Sisk. Do you know the comparison in rates that they were pay- 
ing under the old contract with those now in effect ? 

Mr. Fienarty. I believe they were raised to the standard rate within 
the state, and to my best knowledge that is approximately 22 percent 
higher than the perference rate. At least that is our case locally. 

{r. Stsk. Do you know what the justification by the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. was to that increase in rate ? 

Mr. Fienarty. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Are you familiar with the comparative figures that the 
city of Redding pays for power in comparison with those, for example, 

‘ . . 
paid by the City of Fresno, Calif. ? 

Mr. Fienarty. I am not. As I say, it is our understanding that 
our preference rate at the present time has enabled us to save approxi- 
mately 22 percent upon the purchase of our power. 

Mr. Sisk. That is all. 

Mr. Aspinatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Arizona, 
Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatt. It seems to me, as I see this project, that it is intended 
as a supplementary addition to the Central Valley project and as such 
we are completing, in enacting this legislation, a project which already 
has been authorized by simply adding another feature. 

As such I think the question raised by my colleague from Washing- 
ton isa good point. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

" Mr. Asprnatt, Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your contri- 
ution. 

Has State Senator Regan or Mr. Denbo returned to the committee 
room ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Encoix. Senator Regan is a member of the State legislature. He 
left last night and was supposed to be here at 11:00. I urged him to 
get on an early plane if he could. He said he had great difficulty 
getting on the airplane that he was on. : 

He is an important witness because he represents the county in which 
this project is located. 
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Mr. Asprnautu. The Chair suggests that the staff counsel secure from 
State Senator Regan and from Mr. Denbo their statements, if they have 
written statements, and present copies of such statements to the mem- 
bers of the committee so that the committee may examine those state- 
ments before tomorrow morning. 
Then if we do not have time tomorrow morning to hear them I 
request they be made part of the record of this morning’s hearings. 
The committee stands adjourned until tomorrow morning at 10:00 
o’clock. 
(Committee hearing adjourned at 11: 40 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 15, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
oN INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The Subcommittee met at 9:45 o’clock, a. m., Hon. Wayne N. 
Aspinall (chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will now be in session for the further consideration of H. R. 4663. 

The first 15 minutes of today’s session will be given to State Senator 
Edwin J. Regan of the fifth district comprising Shasta and Trinity 
Counties, Calif., for the presentation of a statement. The Senator was 
unable to be here veaninhay because of flying conditions, I guess, more 
than anything else. 

We are glad to have you with us this morning, Senator Regan. You 
may proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWIN J. REGAN, STATE SENATOR, FIFTH 
DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Reean. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
record, my name is Edwin J. Regan, State Senator from Shasta and 
Trinity Counties, being the Fifth Senate District of California. I am 
chairman of the California State Senate Interim Committee on Public 
Lands and a member of the California Legislative Committee com- 
prised of members both of the Senate and the Assembly of the State 
of California on the water problems of California. My presentation 
here today is on behalf of the county of Trinity, particularly, and to 
emphasize certain features of the legislation and the impact on that 
county. 

I think you are aware that California is now in a serious situation 
with regard to its water. The interim studies have shown a great dif- 
ferential insofar as California is concerned and those who are study- 
ing the problem and who have made the studies to date have said that 
unless California developed all of the water in the State, both the 
water which falls on the State and the water to which the State is 
entitled which flows into the State, California’s economy will not be 
able to grow as is anticipated. Therefore, we must develop all of our 
sources of water. 

The Trinity division, of course, is one of the important water projects 
in California and can be well integrated into the State program and 
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Federal program for the State of California. Trinity County is par- 
ticularly interested in one of the problems set forth in the bill. 

As the members of this committee are well aware, the Western States 
in the past few years have experienced a serious impact in regard to 
the ownership of Federal property in 11 Western States, and Cali- 
fornia in particular is in a very unfortunate position in many in- 
stances. 

About 1935, the Federal ownership in California of all of the lands 
of the State was 36 percent, or 36 million acres. Today the Federal 
ownership of lands in California is 48 percent of the entire State, or 
48 million acres. Much of that land is in the northern part of Cali- 
fornia and Trinity County is now 74 percent federally owned. So 
that when we contemplate structures to be established in an area of 
that kind, you can see what the impact of the Federal ownership is in 
the area on the tax structure, and certain protective features which 
have been written into the Engle bill, I. R. 4663, are of vital impor- 
tance to that area; one of them being payments from construction ap- 
propriations for police, hospital, and welfare facilities; the repair, 
maintenance, and replacement of existing roads, and the establish- 
ment of new roads, meeting standards adopted by the American Asso- 
ciation of State Highway officials, which give access to that area, 

The tax base of a county like Trinity, where this structure is to be 
constructed, is such that it cannot meet all of the needs for the protec- 
tive features set forth here unless we recognize some payments to 
the local government in lieu of taxes. 

You will note in the bill a reservation of 25 percent of the energy 
to preference customers in Trinity County, Calif. ; you will also note in 
the bill a provision for an annual in-lieu-of-tax payments out of the 
appropriations during construction and from the gross revenues of 
the project during operation an amount equal to the annual tax rate 
of the county applied to the value of the real property and improve- 
ments taken for project purposes in Trinity County. Unless those 
protective features, as set forth in the bill, are maintained, the eco- 
nomic development of the county where the structure will be built will 
be seriously impaired; there will be a serious impact on the local gov- 
ernment, and those features, of course, should be taken into considera- 
tion. 

T think the very theory of placing some reclamation project in an 
area is that it would be for the benefit of the people of the area. I 
think also if you place the structure in one particular area in a State, 
it should not be expected in the beginning that another portion of the 
State, many miles away from the area, should receive all of the bene- 
fits of the installation for itself, and we must not only consider the 
economy of the country and the bringing of the water to lands in some 
other part of California, but we have to recognize, also, that the area 
in which the dam is to be situated must be protected in its tax base, and 
the whole project from its inception to the ultimate distribution of 
the water should be considered one. 

That is the position of the county of Trinity with respect to the dam. 
They believe the dam is necessary for the ultimate welfare of Califor- 
nia and the West, and that would be for the ultimate welfare, then, 
of the United States. They believe the dam should be constructed, 
and should be constructed at the earliest possible date. But, in doing 
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so, they also ask the committee and the Congress to recognize this im- 
pact of Federal ownership of lands on the local government and to re- 
serve in the bill and keep in the bill those protective features which 
have been written in there in the light of experience. And I think 
the Congress of the United States, because of the hearings held both 
in the House and in the Senate, have before it sufficient information 
with regard to this impact locally of Federal ownership in these areas. 
I believe the Congress of the United States now is reconsidering its 
program with respect to the further acquisition of lands in the United 
States as far as the Federal Government is concerned, and probably 
returning to the local governments those lands which are not needed 
for Federal use. 

The board of supervisors of the county of Trinity has passed a reso- 
lution calling upon the Federal Government to immediately construct 
the Trinity project and it has also in its resolution included a provision 
that private enterprise participate with the Federal Government on 
the Trinity River diversion, the construction of the powerhouse and 
the distribution facilities, and I would like to ask permission of the 
Chair to insert in the record a telegram which sets forth that position. 
And that position, of course, is taken for the reason that the tax base 
of the mountain areas of California is such that they must. look at all 
times to the retention of the tax base. That is why they are primarily 
interested in the protective features of the Engle bill, H. R. 4663, with 
regard to protecting the economy of the county of Trinity. 

Mr. Asptnatu. Unless there is objection, the telegram will be made 
a part of the record immediately following the statement made by 
the Senator. The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. Regan. There was also sent to me a statement from the chamber 
of commerce of Weaverville, which is the county seat of Trinity Coun- 
ty, calling upon the Government to build the structure at the earliest 
possible date, and also containing the statement on participation as 
set forth in the telegram. 

I had a third telegram from another chamber of commerce, called 
the Hayfork Chamber of Commerce, in which they asked for imme- 
diate construction of the Trinity project, and asked also for participa- 
tion by private enterprise to be considered, and added this proviso: 
“Provided, That the partnership plan does not interfere with imme- 
diate construction.” So I think primarily that any agreement per- 
haps as to one company for the welfare of California, and thus for 
the welfare of the western part of the United States, depends upon 
immediate construction and immediate distribution of the waters in 
areas surplus to the area’s need, and the construction of this project 
which is an integral portion and important part of the entire Central 
Valley and California water plan be completed at the earliest possible 
date, but that in the building the Congress take into consideration 
those protective features which have been written into the bill with 
8 to the protection of the integrity of the local government. 

r. AsprnaLL. Thank you very much, Senator Regan. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Ena. I have no questions, except I want to compliment the 
Senator for his very excellent statement. 

Mr. Asptnatu. The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. Miller. 
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Mr. Miter. I appreciate the gentleman’s being here. He was at 
our hearing at Redding, Calif., a year ago and made an excellent 
statement. 

I want to ask one question with reference to the telegram you are 
placing in the record from Weaverville, Calif., er the section 
that speaks of H. R. 105 “Be aftirmed but amended to include private 
enterprise participation with the Federal Government in the Trinity 
River diversion by construction of powerhouses and the distribution 
facilities.” Can you enlarge upon that section and that part of the 
telegram ? 

Mr. Reean. I understand there were a series of meetings held 
throughout portions of Trinity County, the result of those being two 
resolutions, one from the Weaverville chamber of commerce, and one 
from the Hayfork Chamber and Commerce and that telegram from 
the board of supervisors. There was presented to the people who 
attended those meetings the plan of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
for the construction and operation of the power features of the project, 
and the presentation of the plan as suggested by the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. at that time resulted in that telegram. 

Mr. Mitier. Do you know whether there are any other groups, 
boards of supervisors, or chambers of commerce, who have taken a 
similar attitude ? 

Mr. Reaan. No. 

Mr. Mitzer. You do not know that they have, or have not ? 

Mr. Reean. As far as I know, the Trinity County one is the only 
one that has come to my attention officially. 

Mr. Mier. I have here a letter which came to me this morning, 
which says that 100 California organizations, on April 14, 1955, 
endorsed the construction of the Trinity power facilities by local 
enterprise in participation with the Federal Government. It is the 
same wording that you have in your telegram. I have gone over it 
hurriedly, and I think there are 99—I do not know where the 100th 
is—but apparently there are 99 names on this letter. 

Do you know the Burney Chamber of Commerce ? 

Mr. Reean. Yes. 

Mr. Miturr. Do you know the California State Chamber of Com- 
merce ? 

Mr. Reean. Yes. 

Mr. Mitirr. Do you know whether they have taken similar action ? 

Mr. Reean. No, I do not. 

Mr. Mitier. What about the Chico Chamber of Commerce, the 
Chamber of Commerce of San Francisco, the Eureka Chamber of 
Commerce, the Eureka City Council # 

Mr. Reean. I am acquainted with all those organizations, but what 
action they have taken I do not know. 

Mr. Mixer. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 
A. F. of L., and Local Union No. 1245 of Oakland; Mount Shasta 
City Chamber of Commerce, Redwood City Chamber of Commerce; 
Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce; Santa Maria Carpenters’ Union 
No. 1247; Santa Maria Labor Union, Local No. 122, and a great many 
others. I see the Weaverville Chamber of Commerce is included in 
this. I guess that isin Trinity County. 

Mr. Reean. Yes, that is in Trinity County. 
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Mr. Miter. I hope somebody will put this in the record. I do not 
know how accurate it is. 

Now I want to ask you on page 5 of the bill. I know Mr. Engle and 
I have worked very closely together on this payment in lieu of taxes. 
He has felt very keenly about the large ownership of land in the 
United States by the Federal Government, and he has introduced bills 
requiring payment in lieu of taxes. And I think in the other body a 
group there issued a report on the 11th of April, or the 12th of April 
this year, in which the opening statement was that— 

The Federal Government owns more than 405 million acres of land in the 
continental United States—more than one-fifth of the Nation’s acreage. The 
Government paid more than $30 billion for its land, buildings and other facili- 
ties, and this figure dues not include land in the public domain, national parks 
and forests. 

It goes on and shows the land owned in the various States; it shows 
the land owned, for instance, in California, the number of acres owned 
and the percentage. 

Mr. Reean. That should be about 48 million acres for California. 

Mr. Miter. It shows here 46,363,207 acres, or 46.2 percent, of which 
the value is $3,414,425,000. Each State is listed here, and I presume 
it is correct according to the study they have made, and I think they 
have made a very complete study. 

Now in the bill on page 5, beginning in line 10, it says: 

The Secretary is further authorized and directed to pay to Trinity County 
annually an in-lieu-tax payment out of the appropriations during construction 
and from the gross revenues of the project during operation an amount equal 
to the annual tax rate of the county applied to the value of the real property and 
improvements taken for project purposes in Trinity County. 

How would that be arranged; what would be your understanding of 
a correct payment in lieu of taxes? Do you have any comment to make 
on that? 

Mr. Reean. Yes, I have. As far as our thinking is concerned and 
our studies, I think both the studies made by me and the studies made 
by my interim committee in the California State Legislature, we feel, 
insofar as the large Federal holdings are concerned, whether they be 
in parks or improvements of different kinds in various areas, generally 
they are for the benefit of the United States as a whole and not for the 
benefit of any particular area. 

Mr. Miniter. Would that amount of tax that the Government would 
pay be on the same basis as though it were owned by a private group? 

Mr. Recan. That is a point we have under consideration, and when 
they were making studies along with Guy Cordon on the same kind of 
features, they talked about 2 percent of fair value and 114 percent of 
fair value. I think we have been trying, over a period of years, to 
arrive at something that would be general over the United States. 

Mr. Mitter. But no formula has been developed ? 

Mr. Recan. No formula has been developed, except as far as any 
State is concerned you would be paying a tax which normally would 
be paid if the land were in private ownership. 

Mr. Mirurr. Is there any way of estimating the amount of taxes 
Trinity County would get if these facilities were constructed entirely 
by the Federal Government? Have you given that any thought? 

Mr. Reean. This bill does not provide that the facility can be taxed ; 
only those lands which would be flooded are taxed. So the lands taken 
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off of the tax rolls are those lands on which payment in lieu of taxes 
would be made. As far as the taxability of the power features is con- 
cerned, the estimate is the county would get the same tax as if it were 
a private development, say four or five hundred thousand dollars. 

Mr. Mitier. Payment by the Government of $400,000 or $500,000 
annually ? 

Mr. Reoan. Yes. 

Mr. Murr. If P. G. & E., for instance, was going to construct all 
of it, what would be the tax payment—about the same ? 

Mr. Recan. You mean including the dam itself ? 

Mr. Mituer. Yes. 

Mr. Reean. I do not think P. G. & E. or any other private organiza- 
tion wants to build that. I think they would write that off immediately 
as not being feasible. 

Mr. Mitier. Are you familar with P. G. & E.’s statement ? 

Mr. Reean. Only generally. I understand you have just received a 
copy of the statement they intend to make to the committee; so I have 
had no opportunity to study it. 

Mr. Mitier. Do you know whether the State of California has had 
an opportunity to look over the P. G. & E. proposal and make any 
comments ? 

Mr. Reean. I know of no official comment. 

Mr. Mitirer. Do you know whether the proposal is before the State 
of California ? 

Mr. Recan. Up to date, as far as I know, most of the organizations 
have rejected the participation on the grounds it would probably stop 
the building of the structure. 

Mr. Mitier. You say most of the organizations have objected to it. 
I just got through reading a list 

Mr. Recan. That is the first time I have heard of any of those. For 
example, one was way down in Santa Maria, which is 700 or 800 miles 
from the project. 

Mr. Miuier. Well, there are some that have their noses right under 
the project; for instance, one you read, the board of supervisors of 
Trinity County. 

Mr. Reean. That is right. 

Mr. Mituer. They wanted a partnership arrangement. 

Mr. Reean. And there are others in the same area. For instance, 
you take the California State Chamber of Commerce, they make the 
statement that it should be endorsed, and the Red Bluff Chamber of 
Commerce and the Redwood Chamber of Commerce. Do they have 
an interest in it? 

Mr. Reean. They would, just as anyone would have an interest who 
lives in California. 

Mr. Enetr. The Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce passed a resolu- 
tion asking that they be given a hearing on the proposal, and of course 
J intended to do so. 

Mr. Reean. You can readily see from my preliminary remarks that 
Trinity County is vitally interested in the retention of an in-lieu-tax 
payment; having only 24 percent of the lands now on the tax rolls 
that it, as a county, as a separate unit of the State, is very jealous of 
the fact it requires tax money to operate. 
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Mr. Minter. Now the proposal of P. G. & E. I have not looked 
through. 1am open minded; I do not know. I might say that last 
year that proposal was not up before us, or before the regular cham- 
ber of commerce, so it could not make any comment on it. But now 
they are asking that they be heard. I think their proposal is rather 
new—the details of it. They said they were going to come in with 
some proposal, but no one knew what it was. “I do not know, but I 
understand they are going to be heard this morning. 

Of course you are aware, Senator, that P. G. & E. pays a lot of 
taxes. 

Mr. Recan. That is right. 

Mr. Mixer. I think they published an ad in a Washington paper 
that “1954 surpassed all previous records in sales of gas and ‘electric ity, 
gross operating revenue and number of customers served.” They paid 
$104 million in taxes in 1954. 

Mr. Recan. They pay over half of the taxes paid in Shasta County, 
which is one of the counties involved. 

Mr. Mirier. They pay over half of the taxes in Shasta County. 
What would you do if you did not have them there ¢ 

Mr. Reean. I think the county would get along; but I do not want 
my remark to be interpreted that I do not want them there. 

Mr. Mitre. If the Federal Government should undertake to de- 
velop all of the electrical energy as some people want them to do, and 
do not pay any taxes on it, how could they run the town, the school 
districts, and so forth ? 

Mr. Regan. I know of no plan by which California, as a State, nor 
do I know of any Seoul organizations in California, or any 
county of California, which w ould want the Federal Government to 

take over the entire development of water and power in California. 

Mr. Mitier. Well in the past, Senator, there have been administra- 
tions in power and individuals in the administration, some of them in 
this room this morning, who have advocated that the Federal Govern- 
ment do the whole of this business of dev eloping and selling electrical 
energy. Suppose that was done; suppose we followed that socialistic 
pattern as some people have advocated in the past, just how would 
some of those areas like the areas in California get along? I guess 
you lawyers would call that a hypothetical question and you, doubtless, 
would call it something else—would call it a trick question. 

Mr. Reean. We are used to those. 

Mr. Mitier. Used to hypothetical questions ? 

Mr. Reean. Yes. 

Mr. Miter. If we followed the pattern of some socialistic thinkers 
that the Federal Government ought to be in the business of supplying 
all the electrical energy and selling it at a very low cost, tell me how 
would California get ‘along, or how would my State get "along, with- 
out some sort of revenue in taxes? 

Mr. Recan. That is a hypothetical question and my answer prob- 
ably will be hypothetical. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair would suggest that if we are going to get 
into hypothetical questions and arguments, we will be here all morn- 
ing. The gentleman (Mr. Regan) has already taken more time than 
the Chair set aside for him. 
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Mr. Miter. I apologize. I will strike my question, if I may, and 
yield the time. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Sisx. I would like, before our distinguished Senator from my 
State leaves the stand, to commend him on his statement. I know he 
is a very eloquent spokesman for that area of our great State. 

Mr. Recan. Thank you, Mr. Sisk. 

(The telegram and resolution submitted for the record by Mr. Regan 
are as follows:) 


WEAVERVILLE, Cauir., April 12, 1955. 
Hon. Epw. J. Reean, State Senator, 
Fifth District, State Capitol Annez, Sacramento, Calif. 


The Board of Supervisors of Trinity County in special session assembled on 
this 12th day of April, 1955, after a hearing of the people of Trinity County recom- 
mend that the Engle bill, H. R. 105, and the Knowland and Kuchel bill, 8. 178, 
be affirmed but amended to include private enterprise participation with the 
Federal Government in the Trinity River diversion by construction of power- 
houses and the distribution facilities. 

ARTHUR C. CROSSMAN, 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors of Trinity County. 

Mr. Aspinat.. The committee is next going to hear from our col- 
league, Congressman Scudder, who has a short statement to make at 
this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Hubert B. Scudder and I represent the First Congressional 
District of the State of California. I appear before the committee 
in opposition to H. R. 4663 in its present form, which is now under 
consideration by your committee. 

The Trinity River originates in Trinity County, the county east of 
Humboldt County, which is in my Congressional District. It flows 
through the northern part of Humboldt County in a northerly direc- 
tion and joins the Klamath River at the town of Weitchpec, flowing 
northerly into Del Norte County and empties into the ocean at the 
town of Requa. 

About 15 years ago the Corps of Army Engineers was authorized 
to make a survey of the water needs of this area. The survey was 
about 60 percent completed when by Presidential directive during 
World War II moneys were not made available for such investigations 
and the lack of funds thereafter caused the engineers to stop their 
survey. 

About 3 years ago, the Board of Supervisors of Humboldt County 
asked the Bureau of Reclamation to make a survey of water and water 
needs of the north coast area of California. This survey has been in 
progress for about 3 year's at a very substantial cost to the taxpayers 
of our country. It is estimated that the report will be completed in 
about 2 years. Until this report is completed, the potential need of 
water for expanding industry will not be known. 

Therefore the people of Humboldt and Del Norte Counties are con- 
cerned as to whether sufficient water will be available to take care of 
the expanding economy, particularly as it affects the manufacture 
of wood products. 
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You are aware that the former Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Oscar 
Chapman, authorized this project by a letter of engineering feasibility 
some 2 months after his administration had been defeated at the polls, 
and was a deathbed authorization. 

When the Interior Department appropriation bill for fiscal 1955 
was under consideration, I appeared before the committee and I de- 
sire at this point to insert in the record the statement I made at that 


time. 
Mr. Aspinauu. Unless there is objection, it is so ordered. 
(The statement above referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Hon. Husert B. ScuppER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, BEFORE THE HOUSE 
APPROPRIATIONS INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE, FEBRUARY 19, 1954 


TRINITY RIVER DIVERSION 


Included in the Budget for the Bureau of Reclamation for the fiscal year 1955 
is $99,000 for the Trinity division of the Central Valley project. This amount is 
listed on the “Schedule of construction program, fiscal year 1954 and 1955” and is 
included under “Construction program” Trinity division. 

The facilities of the Trinity River division are included in the justifications 
the same as they would be if they were officially authorized features of the 
project. It is my contention that there are valid questions as to the validity 
of the authorization. 

The Trinity River project was authorized by former Secretary Chapman on 
January 2, 1953, before receiving the comments of the State of California. There 
is no record of the comments of the Department of Agriculture and other in- 
terested agencies having been received prior to the project authorization by the 
former Secretary. Ordinarily, comments of the Bureau of the Budget are re- 
ceived on projects of this magnitude before the report thereon is submitted to 
the Congress. Apparently the comments of the Bureau of the Budget were not 
submitted in the case of the Trinity project, since they do not appear in House 
Document 53. 

The former Secretary did not make a finding of feasibility for the Trinity 
project alone as required by section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Act of 1939 but, 
instead, his finding of feasibility was based on including the Trinity project as 
part of the Central Valley project. While it may be argued that the former 
Secretary technically complied with the law, it certainly is apparent that he 
circumvented the intent of the provisions of section 1 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 which was designed to allow the affected States and other agencies an 
opportunity to give their views and perhaps objections on proposed projects and 
to present their views to Congress in cases where the findings of the Secretary 
might be open to question. 

The views and comments of the State of California are included as House Docu- 
ment 147 (83d Cong., 1st sess.). I call the committee’s attention to some of the 
comments in this document: 

“3. The project is financially feasible if the electric power and water pro- 
duced by it are sold at proper and adequate prices to cover the annual costs 
thereof. 

“14. The price basis on which the Bureau of Reclamation bases its irrigation 
benefits, 1989-44 adjusted for a long-term outlook, is considered satisfactory. 
In estimating such benefits, however, increase in net income to water users only 
should be used since indirect irrigation benefits are conjectural and there are no 
direct means of obtaining payments for such benefits. 

“15. Since there are no practicable methods or means of collecting for indirect 
benefits, and no statutory authority for such collections, only direct benefits, the 
power and water revenues, should be used in determining the financial feasibil- 
ity of the Trinity River division project. 

“16. There is no statutory authority for the utilization of the interest charge 
on the capital costs allocated to electric power and municipal and industrial water 
in paying off the capital cost allocated to irrigation as has been done in the report 
under review. 

“17. Integration of the Trinity River division project with the Central Valley 
project could financially aid the latter project if proper and adequate rates for 
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water and electric power made available by the Trinity River division works 
were established. To accomplish this a rate for the electric power substantially 
higher than that given in the financial analyses in the report under review would 
be required. 

“* * * Unless the energy were sold at a rate higher than that required for 
payment of annual charges on the power features, the revenue from power sales 
could not financially aid the irrigation features, or the Central Valley project 
if the operations of the Trinity River division and Central Valley project were 
integrated.” 

As I have stated above the $99,000 requested for the Trinity division is in- 
eluded under “Construction program.” On page BR 211 of the schedule of con- 
struction program contains a footnote—(3) “Includes $100,000-general investiga- 
tion funds.” It may be assumed from the Bureau’s construction program that 
the $99,000 item is not to be considered as a strictly construction item but is to 
be a part of the general investigation funds. 

However, the Trinity River division is included as part of the Central Valley 
project in the detailed proposed program of construction and the Trinity request 
is distinguishable from other construction requests for the Central Valley project 
only by 2 footnote. 

It is my contention that the Trinity project should not have been included in 
the program of the justifications without complete and full explanation being 
included. Members of his committee might very easily be misled by the manner 
in which the Trinity requests were presented and, should the program be ap- 
proved by this committee without comment, there may be those in the Bureau 
of Reclamation who would claim later that the Trinity project had become 
authorized by appropriation. 

I recommend to this committee that in its report covering appropriations for 
the Central Valley project it include a clear and positive statement that no funds 
are being allowed for the Trinity River project, and that should the Bureau of 
Reclamation want to carry on its general investigations it might do so from funds 
requested and included in the general investigation fund appropriations. 

I would also like to call the committee’s attention to the fact that the Honse 
has nassed H. R. 4551, to amend the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. This bill 
is designed to prohibit future authorizations by the Secretary of projects costing 
in excess of $5 million. This bill is now pending in the Senate. TI point this out 
in order to demonstrate that it is the feeling of the House of Representatives, 
at least, that projects such as Trinity, which will cost in excess of $218 million, 
should be authorized not by any Secretary of the Interior, but only by the 
Congress. 

The above are some of the more or less technical reasons for my thinking that 
no funds should be earmarked for the Trinity project by this committee. Quite 
aside from this is the fact that the project proposes to divert water from the 
north erast watershed, which is in my congressional district, to the Sacramento 
Valley and eventually, possibly, to the San Joaquin vallev of California. There 
may very well be some excess waters in this watershed which might be diverted 
to other areas which are in need of additional supplemental water. However, 
this north coast area is growing rapidly. There is increased activity in lumbering 
and other forest products. Before this Congress commits itself to allowing 
waters to he exported from this area T would like to be certain that we can be 
assnred that all nossible future needs of this area are first taken care of. Some 
of my people would probablv like to appear before the appropriate congressional 
committee in hearings on this project and testifv as to the anticipated future 
needs of that area. This opportunity should be afforded them before any commit- 
ments are made directly or indirectly for allowing the Trinity project to be 
regarded as authorized. 


Mr. Scunner. Prior to the consideration of the appropriation bill, 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs held hearings on H. R. 
4551, which passed the House of Representatives on February 2, 1954. 
The Subcommittee on Appropriations took into consideration the lecis- 
lative intent of Congress regarding authorization such as the death- 
bed authorization of Mr. Chapman on this particular project. There 
were two items in the budget pertaining to the Trinity River project. 
one for $100.000 which permitted the continuation of a survey. This 
T did not object to. There was another item calling for $99,000 which 
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was for installations that would be permanent. When this was called 
to the attention of the subcommittee they eliminated that item, and 
I desire to quote from page 10 of the report: 


CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


Funds for the Trinity division, amounting to $99,000, have been specifically 
deleted in arriving at the reduction applied to this project. In its report on 
the 1954 bill, the committee enunciated the general policy that it would not 
consider appropriations for any project not authorized by legislation and for 
which construction funds have not been previously appropriated. In general 
agreement with the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, this policy will apply 
to all projects costing in total $5 million or more. The Trinity River division 
estimated to cost ultimately $181,618,000, is a project of the type that the 
committee had in mind when the policy was adopted, since it was added to the 
Central Valley project only by a finding of feasibility by the former Secretary of 
the Interior in the latter part of 1952. 

The Appropriation Committee at that time definitely refused to 
recognize the Secretary’s authorization as being sufficient and felt the 
legislative intent should be followed regarding such authorization. 

I firmly believe that the Congress should insist that the Secretary’s 
authorization be voided and that they should endeavor to proceed in 
accordance with congressional intent if this project is to be authorized. 
I trust this committee, if in their pudgment they should favor this 
bill, will take into consideration the needs of the area through which - 
the Klamath and Trinity Rivers flow and make provision for a flexible 
allocation of water to the affected area. 

I believe this bill should be amended so that the proposal made by 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to participate with the Federal Govern- 
ment in this project can be realized. 

I have received resolutions from practically every city in my dis- 
trict, as well as resolutions from other areas including Trinity and 
Tehama Counties. I desire to insert a resolution from the Weaverville 
Chamber of Commerce which is the county seat of Trinity County, 
which is directly affected, in which they rescind their endorsement of 
the original project and call for a partnership program. 

Mr. Enate. Is the gentleman referring to the Red Bluff resolution ? 

Mr. Scupver. The Weaverville resolution. 

Mr. Asptnau. Is it the same as the telegram which has just been 
inserted ? 

Mr. Scupper. I do not know. It isa directed resolution. 

Mr. Asprnatt. If it is the same, it will not be included; if not, it will 
be included. 

Mr. Scupper. I have a great number of resolutions that have been 
sent to me, and I only brought four along, just to indicate the great 
interest. 

Mr. Mrixer. What are the other resolutions? Are they for or 
against ? : 

Mr. Scupper. The resolutions I have received are all in favor of the 
partnership participation with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., in 
accordance with their offer. 

There is also a resolution from the Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce. 
If you already have that resolution, it is unnecessary to insert it. Also 
a telegram from the Mendocino County Chamber of Commerce, and 
a resolution from the Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce. The Men- 
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docino Chamber of Commerce is the chamber of commerce of the en- 
se county adjoining this area, and they sent me a telegraphic reso- 
ution. 

_ Tam advised that if this partnership plan is approved, $50 million 
in initial construction will be saved the Federal Government and over 
the project repayment period the company will pay to the Federal 
Government $70 million, and pay to the State and local governments 
$65 million in taxes. 

In California we are proud of the fine service and cooperation which 
we have had from the private utilities, and feel that the best interests 
of our citizenry is served through private enterprise. 

At this point I would ask that there be inserted in the record a 
letter and a resolution which I have received from the National Elec- 
trical Contractors’ Association, Inc., and from the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, AFL, both endorsing the partner- 
ship plan. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is objection, it is so ordered. The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. Scupper. I feel that this committee in its wisdom will recognize 
the problem which confronts the area affected by this project and will 
see that this bill is properly amended to safeguard their interests and 
. also conform to the desires of the great majority of our State that 
private enterprise be permitted to participate in this project. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Thank you very much, Congressman Scudder. 
Would it be possible for you to return to the committee at some later 
time to answer any questions some of us might have? 

Mr. Scupper. I would be very glad to do so. 

Mr. Asprnatt. We have asked the P. G. & E. representatives to put 
on their testimony this morning and, with that understanding, unless 
there is objection, we will hold our questions of Mr. Scudder in abey- 


ance. 
Thank you very much. 
(The matters submitted for the record by Mr. Scudder are as fol- 


lows:) 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas a bill has been introduced into the House of Representatives and the 
United States Senate calling for full Federal development of the Trinity-San 
Louis project : and 

Whereas it is to the best interests of the Weaverville Chamber of Commerce 
and the people of Trinity County to receive maximum benefits from the construc- 
tion of the features of the Trinity River project, within the boundaries of this 
county ; and 

Whereas said interests of Trinity County and the Weaverville Chamber of 
Commerce were not best served by a resolution adopted on March 15, 1955, by 
the Inter-County Chambers of Commerce of Northern California supporting full 
Federal development of the Trinity-San Luis project as originally proposed to 
Congress ; and 

Whereas the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has made to the Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affairs and to the Bureau of Reclamation a partnership pro- 
posal to build and pay for the power facilities of the Trinity River project : Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of Weaverville Chamber of Commerce 
desires to go on record as withdrawing its support of the Inter-County Chambers 
of Commerce resolution, and further resolve that both Houses of Congress be 
urged to incorporate the partnership plan into the respective Trinity project bills 
wherein the power facilities of the Trinity project would be developed by private 
capital under Federal Power Commission license, thereby increasing the tax base 


of the county; be it further 
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Resolved, That the secretary of the Weaverville Chamber of Commerce be 
instructed to forward copies of this resolution to the President of the United 
States, to the members of the Clifornia delegation to Congress, to the Governors 
of the State of California, and to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Passed by the members of the Weaverville Chamber of Commerce at a meeting 
held on the 30th day of March, 1955. 

WEAVERVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Rosert ZBINDER, President. 
LORENE MELQuUIST, Secretary. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas a bill has been introduced into the House of Representatives calling 
for full Federal development of the Trinity-San Luis project; and 
Whereas a similar bill has been introduced into the Senate; anc 
Whereas the State of California has proposed a State project combining the 
San Luis phases of the Trinity project with its proposed Feather River project ; 
and 
Whereas it is to the best interests of the Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce and 
the people of Tehama County to receive the full benefit of the water development 
from the Trinity project; and 
Whereas said interests of Tehama County and the Red Bluff Chamber of 
Commerce would not necessarily be best served by a resolution adopted on March 
15, 1955, by the Inter-County Chambers of Commerce of Northern California 
supporting full Federal development of the Trinity-San Luis project as originally 
proposed to Congress; and 
Whereas the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has made to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs and to the Bureau of Reclamation a partnership plan to 
build and pay for the power facilities of the Trinity River project: Now, there- 
fore, be it 
Resolved, That the board of directors of the Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce 
desires to go on record as withdrawing its support of the Inter-County Chambers 
of Commerce resolution, and further resolve that the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs be urged to give full hearings and consideration to the merits of 
a partnership plan, under Federal Power Commission license, wherein the power 
facilities of the Trinity project might be developed by private capital, if in the 
wisdom of Congress said plan be the one best adapted to a comprehensive devel- 
opment of the water resources for all beneficial public purposes,. including 
recreation. 
Unanimously passed by the board of directors of the Red Bluff Chamber of 
Commerce at a special meeting held on Wednesday, March 23, 1955. 
Rep BLurr CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
JOHN Brooks, President. 
ANDREW B. Gow, Secretary. 





URIAH, CallF., April 13, 1955. 
Representative HUBERT SCUDDER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


We note by press release Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has made a formal proposal 
to the United States Bureau of Reclamation for partnership construction of the 
Trinity River project. We endorse this plan as a sound business proposal which 
would result in a tax savings of several million dollars to the people as well as 
a saving to the Federal Government by private capital investment. 


Don MACMILLAN, 
President, Mendocino County Chamber of Commerce, 
CLAUDE FALCONER, 
President, Ukiah Chamber of Commerce, 
Oscar GRUTER, 
President, Willits Chamber of Commerce, 
Gus NICHOLAS, 
President, Fort Bragg Chamber of Commerce, 
JAMES PELLASCIO, 
Director, Mendocino County Chamber of Commerce, Point Arena. 


61387—55——_8 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has offered to enter into partnership 
with the United States Government on the Trinity River project; and 

Whereas they have offered to furnish, install and operate at power company 
cost all of the electrical elements of the project including generators, switch gear 
and lines; and 

Whereas this will constitute a saving of $50 million in capital outlay to the 
United States Government ; and 

Whereas they would pay the United States Government an agreed price per 
kilowatt-hour for all current generated in the various powerhouses on the project ; 
and 

Whereas the power company would agree to wheel power for the United States 
Government to agreed points connected with this project ; and 

Whereas this would result in the producing of taxes from the electrical end 
of the project to the counties where said electrical equipment is located as well 
as to the State and Federal Government : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce 
does sincerely support and endorse this partnership proposal of the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. with the Bureau of Reclamation of the United States Government ; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Congressman Hubert Scud- 
der, Senator William Knowland, and Senator Thomas Kuchel. 

Adopted at regular meeting of the board of directors of the Santa Rosa Cham- 
ber of Commerce the 29th day of March 1955. 

Approved: 

JAMES H. HANLEy, President. 
Attest: 
Scorr Gorpon, 
Acting Manager. 


NORTHERN CALIFORNIA CHAPTER, 
NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Oakland, Calif., March 30, 1955. 
Hon. Husert B. Scupper, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Scupper: For the record we would like to express the opinion of 
our association concerning the Trinity River project. 

We see no objection to the development of water resources by the Bureau of 
Reclamation such as contemplated for the Trinity River project provided that 
the powerplants and transmission and distribution lines are built, owned, and 
operated by private utilities. 

We fully endorse the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.’s proposal concerning the 
Trinity River project. This proposal represents great savings to the Federal 
Government in capital outlay for power facilities, and savings to the taxpayer by 
increasing sources of tax revenue, and provides assurance of efficient operation of 
the power-producing facilities. 

Very truly yours, 
Ernest G. KramM, Chapter Manager. 


RESOLUTION ON TRINITY PROJECT 


Whereas the construction of the Trinity River project is presently being con- 
sidered by the Congress; and 

Whereas a number of plans have been proposed for the development of the 
water and power resources of the Trinity ; and 

Whereas the proposed plans include power development and transmission fea- 
tures by either private or public means: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That Local Union 1245, of the International Brotherhood of Electri- 
cal Workers, AFL., go on record in favor of the partnership plan for joint 
public and private development of the Trinity River resources. 

Adopted this day, March 30, 1955. 


Locat Union 1245, I. B. B. W.-A. F. L,, 
1918 Grove Street, Oakland, Calif. 
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TRINITY 





Mr. Asrprnaty. The Chair has a statement from Congressman John 
E. Moss, representing the Third District of California, which will be 
included as a part of the record if there is no objection. The Chair 
hears none; it is so ordered. 

(The matter above referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN F. Moss, THirp District, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I cannot urge too strongly that 
you approve legislation to authorize the multipurpose Trinity River Division of 
the Central Valley project. Federal construction of this project is vital to the 
area of California which I represent and it is important to the entire Nation. 

Construction of the Trinity project must start soon, for each month’s delay 
means a further waste of the Nation’s valuable resources. Unless the water- 
power in the Trinity River Basin is harnessed, irrigation water needed for the 
fertile valleys of northern California will continue to run wastefully into the 
sea and hydroelectric energy will be undeveloped when it could be used for the 
agricultural and industrial growth of California. 

California not only needs irrigation and domestic water urgently, it needs the 
water at a low rate. The area not only needs hydroelectric energy to keep up 
with population growth, it needs low cost hydroelectric power which the house- 
holder and the small farmer can afford to buy. It is not news that California’s 
population is growing at an amazingly fast pace. Nor is it news that an area of 
expanding population needs more and more food and fiber and must increase 
industrial production to provide jobs for the larger labor force. 

The Trinity project will help solve both of these problems. The operation of 
the project, integrated with the rest of the Central Valley project, will make 
available 1,190,000 acre-feet of water for irrigation of farmland to produce 
grain, truck crops, and meat animals. It will also provide 1,067 million kilowatt- 
hours of electric energy each year. 

One of the most important areas which can be served by the irrigation water 
developed by the Trinity project is within my congressional district. It is the 
service area of the Sacramento Valley canals unit of the central Valley project. 
Construction of the canals unit is under way to bring irrigation water to more 
than 200,000 acres of rich Sacramento Valley farmland. With the water, land 
which has been dry-farmed since the days of the huge Mexican ranchos could 
be put into productive use in a manner which will foster and maintain a much 
sounder economy for a greater number of people. Not only would this increase 
the food necessary for California and the rest of the Nation, but it would be an 
important contribution to the Nation’s basic economy. 

The water from the Trinity project can be delivered to the Sacramento Valley 
area and even further south at a rate the farmers can afford to pay. Even at 
the low rate, the project will pay for itself according to the repayment schedule 
developed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

As important as the development of low cost irrigation water is the production 
of low cost hydroelectric power under Federal construction of the Trinity 
project. The Department of Interior reports the normal growth of northern 
California will call for the addition of at least 1,428,000 kilowatts within 5 
years. By 1970 there must be an additional of 4,700,000 kilowatts. 

The Trinity project would add about 233,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric gener- 
ating capacity to northern California’s power supply. Unless this power is 
added—and added at the low rate made possible by Federal construction of both 
the irrigation and power features of the project—our State may soon face an 
electricity shortage similar to the brownouts during World War II. In this 
connection, I would like to request the opportunity to appear again before the 
committee if, during the discussion of the legislation, the question of the so- 
called partnership development of the Trinity project comes up. 

The Department of Interior, in its report urging authorization of the project, 
points out that the establishment of a single large defense installation in 
northern California would create a demand for electric energy far greater than 
the present supply. In the same report, the Department states the rapidly 
failing underground water supplies in both the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
Valleys of California make the development of more irrigation water imperative 
if the area is to even keep up with its present water needs, let alone catch up 
with the needs caused by an expanding population. 
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There is abundant evidence of the extremely close relationship between water 
and power needs in a growing area such as northern California. Power revenue 
not only helps underwrite the cost of the reclamation development, but low-cost 
power is necessary to help pump underground irrigation water. 

The clear need for action on the bill before the committee has, I believe, been 
well established, for the project is one of the most feasible, economically, to ever 
come before Congress. I join with my distinguished colleague and congressional 
neighbor, Chairman Clair Engle, in supporting the Trinity River division of the 
Central Valley project without qualification. 

Mr. AsprnaLy. Unless there is objection at this time, any Member 
of Congress who wishes to make a statement on the Trinity project 
will be given that privilege and it will be placed in the record at this 
point in the hearing. The Chair hears none; it is so ordered. 

The next witness is Mr. Robert H. Gerdes, vice president and general 
counsel, Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

We are very pleased to have you with us this morning, and we will 
be glad to listen to your statement. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. GERDES, VICE PRESIDENT AND GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO., ACCOMPANIED 
BY WALTER DREYER, VICE PRESIDENT AND CHIEF ENGINEER; 
JOHN F. BONNER, CIVIL ENGINEER; AND WILLIAM KUDER, 
ATTORNEY FOR THE PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. Gerves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Robert 
H. Gerdes; I am vice president and general counsel and also a director 
of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

I have with me at the witness table Mr. Walter Dreyer, our vice 
resident and chief engineer; Mr. John Bonner, civil engineer, and 
{r. William Kuder, attorney. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to appear before you 

and tell you of our partnership proposal for Trinity River. 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. on January 13, 1955, made a formal pro- 
posal to the United States Bureau of Reclamation to construct all 

ower generation and transmission facilities of the proposed Trinity 
iver project in California. We pointed out that this partnership 
would save the Federal Government $50 million in capital outlay and 
over the project repayment period would provide $171 million more 
net revenue to Federal, State, and local governments than if the proj- 
ect were constructed by the Bureau alone. 

Our partnership proposal was first advanced at a hearing before 
this subcommittee at Redding, Calif., a year ago. The company sub- 
sequently made further studies of the Trinity project, based upon oper- 
ation studies completed in late 1954 by region 2 of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Our studies showed that the benefits to the Government 
from acceptance of the company’s partnership proposal would be 
substantially greater than those described before this subcommittee 
last April. 

Conservation and use of the Trinity water resources are of vital 
concern to the State of California. They concern us, too, as a Cali- 
fornia enterprise which provides essential services to most of the 
homes, communities, farms, and industries in 46 of the State’s 58 
counties. Our power, payrolls, and taxes make a basic contribution to 
the prosperity of the State. 
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P. G. & E, REGIONAL POWER SYSTEM ; POSTWAR CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, hanging before you is 
a general map which shows the service area of Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., including its powerhouses, transmission lines, and other facilities. 
Also shown at the top and marked “Trinity River Project” is a block- 
out area which indicates the general loc: ation of the Trinity project. 

Our company owns and operates 57 hydroelectric plants intercon- 
nected with 12 steam-electric plants and the plants of several other 
agencies. Twenty-two of our Rpdnaniatteie plants are located within 
an 85-mile radius of the proposed Trinity project. Within this area 
we have installed nearly three-quarters of a million kilowatts. In 
addition, in the same area we are building or have under application 
to the Federal Power Commission 9 more plants with a total capacity 
of 840,000 kilowatts. 

Since 1946, the company has constructed power facilities aggregat- 
ing 2,500,000 kilowatts, about 4 J naw the combined capacities of the 
Shasta, Keswick, Folsom, and Nimbus plants of the Central Valley 
project. By 1956, postwar additions in new hydro and steam power 
capacity will amount to 3 million kilowatts, increasing the system total 
to 4,400,000. The 11-year postwar construction program will repre- 
sent an investment of $1,600 million, of which $1,200 million is for 
electric facilities. 

This program is meeting the power needs of the area with ample 
reserves. We are continuing to expand, ahead of growing power de- 
mands, Water, not power, is the problem in California. 


COMPANY OFFER TO BUILD TRINITY POWER FACILITIES 


Our studies show that the most advantageous use of the water- 
power resources of the Trinity project would be obtained by inte- 
grating its oper ation with the company’s regional power system. To 
obtain the maximum benefit of such integrs ated operation, the installed 
capacities of the Trinity powerplants should be increased from the 

933,000 kilowatts proposed by the Bureau to 362,000. Of this, 321,000 
kilowatts would be dependable under a suitable water-release schedule. 

The company has offered to construct these larger powerplants and 
related transmission facilities at its own expense. 

There is another exhibit before you which is a map and profile of 
the proposed Trinity River dev elopment. The profile indicates the 
seneral cross section of the area and the relative elevations of the 

ams, reservoirs, tunnels, and powerplants. The map shows the loca- 
tion of the facilities. 

Mr. Asprnatit. Mr. Gerdes, for the benefit of the record, will you 
identify the map a little more specifically ? 

Mr. Gerves. The map is called proposed Trinity River hydroelec- 
tric project. It shows in blue the Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed 
works and, in red, the P. G. & E.’s proposed plants. 

Looking at the profile, you can see that the Trinity powerhouse 
would have a capacity of 90,000 kilowatts both under the Bureau plan 
and the company plan. 

The next powerhouse downstream, the Lewiston powerplant, would 
have a capacity of 2,000 kilowatts under the Bureau plan and 2,300 
under the company plan, 
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The next lower powerhouse, Tower House, under the company plan 
would have 126,000 kilowatts, and under the Bureau plan, 66,000 kilo- 
watts. The next and lowest pow erplant, the Matheson powerplant, 
under the Bureau plan would have 75,000 kilowatts and, under the 
company plan, 144,000. 

It also shows at the top of the map that there would be 233,000 kilo- 
watts in installed capacity under the Bureau plan and 362,300 kilo- 
watts under the company plan. 

The larger power capacity of our plants would require tunnels 20 
percent larger in diameter. This would increase the tunnel peak-flow 
capacity, and thus the peaking capacity of the plants, by more than 80 
percent. Under our plan the peak flow through Tower House and 
Matheson tunnels would be increased from 1,700 cubic feet per second 
to 3,130. The added cost to the Government of constructing larger 
tunnels and penstocks was taken into account in arriving at the net 
savings our plan would make possible. 

The company could develop more than half again as much power 

capacity from the Trinity project as the Bureau proposes because the 
company’s powerplants would be integrated with its widespread 
regional power system. On the other hand, the plant capacities pro- 
posed by the Bureau were designed for a smaller independent system. 

I want to emphasize that although we propose larger plant capacities, 
this is no reflection whatever against the engineering of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. The simple fact is, that integrated with our widespread 
regional system, it is possible to have economically larger power- 
pla int capacities than under the Bureau plan. 

The coordination proposed by the company would enable the best 
use of project water for power purposes and would give the power its 
greatest value. 

For the use of falling water through these plants, the company 
would pay the Gove rnment $314 million a year. We calculate this to 
be its full value based on the present cost of alternative steam power. 
This payment is equivalent to more than $4.50 for each acre-foot of 
water diverted through the plants. Farmers pay $3.50 an acre-foot 
for firm irrigation water from the Central Valley project. As you 
know, none of the Trinity falling water would be consumed in the 
power operation. 


ADVANTAGES OF COMPANY PARTNERSHIP 


Construction and operation of the Trinity power facilities by the 
company, rather than by the Federal Government, would provide the 
following advantages: 

(1) A net saving to the Federal Treasury of nearly $50 million in 
capital outlay for power facilities. 

(2) The Government would receive substantially greater net rev- 
enues from the Trinity project. The assured annual payment of 
ne 000 by the company to the Government for the use of falling 

water, together with the net savings in annual charges to the Govern- 
ment under the company’s proposal, would produce $36 million more 
net revenue over the project repayment period. 

(3) The company would pay $2,700,000 a year in taxes on the 
Trinity power facilities. This would increase annual revenues of the 
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Federal Treasury by $1,400,000 and would provide an additional 
$1,300,000 a year, for State and local governments. Over the repay- 
ment period “these tax revenues would aggregate $70 million to the 
Federal Government and $65 million to State and local governments. 

In Trinity County our taxpayments would 0 nearly tripled. Our 
total payment would rise to about $325,000 a year. This would repre- 
sent 44 percent of the total taxes levied by the cana Our annual 
payments in Shasta County would increase to nearly $2,900,000 or 
more than one-half of the total taxes levied in the county. 

H. R. 4663 would require the Federal project to make in-lieu pay- 
ments to Trinity County for loss of taxes only on “the value of the real 
property and improvements taken” for project purposes. Under the 
partnership plan, the Government could make such payments on 
property taken for Federal construction of the dams, reservoirs, and 
tunnels. In addition, the company would pay taxes in both Trinity 
and Shasta Counties on the powerplants and related facilities. 

(4) The company plan would produce 125,000 kilowatts more de- 
pendable capacity on Trinity than the Bureau plan. However, because 
of the modified project water releases under partnership operation, 
this increase would be offset in part by a reduction in the dependable 

capacity of existing project plants, leaving a net gain to the area of 
about 65,000 kilowatts. 

(5) Under the company proposal 5 percent more Trinity water 
would be available to users in the Central Valley. 


LOWEST COST WATER AND POWER FOR SAN LUIS UNIT 


Several of the Trinity bills now before your committee also provide 
for the construction of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project 
to furnish water to the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. The addi- 
tional net revenue to the Government under the company’s proposal 
for Trinity could be used to reduce the cost of project water or to assist 
the financing of the San Luis unit or other needed water projects in 
California. 

The Bureau’s draft of report on the San Luis unit shows that the 
Central Valley project dependable commercial power capacity would 
be reduced about 290,000 kilowatts if the power required for San Luis 
pumping is supplied directly by project powerplants. This would 
reduce project power revenues s about $3,750,000 annually. 

As a part of its partnership proposal, the company is willing to sup- 
ply power from its system for San Luis pumping on an exe change basis. 
Any deficiencies in available project power could be supplied by deliv- 
ery of off-peak energy generated by company plants. Such an ex- 
change contemplates the construction of off-canal water storage to 
permit the maximum use of this low-cost energy whenever practicable. 

This exchange would be made at Trac y—which I may say paren- 
thetically, is the terminal of the present transmission lines of the Cen- 
tral Valley project. The only charge to the Bureau for exchange 
power would be for transmitting it from Trac y tothe San Luis pumps. 
We guarantee that such charge ‘would be less than the cost to the Gov- 
ernment if the Bureau undertook to build transmission lines to the 
pumps. 

This arrangement would provide an assured power supply for the 
pumping plants of the San Luis unit at the lowest possible cost. Our 











116 TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


proposal also would give maximum protection to the Central Valley 
project dependable power capacity, and thus to the revenues which the 
project obtains from sale of commercial power. 

We are willing to supply power for San Luis pumping on this basis 
whether the San Luis unit becomes a Federal, State, or combined de- 
velopment. I make that statement because, as many of you know, 
today there is considerable discussion in California as to whether San 
Luis Reservoir should be built by the Federal Government or the State 
government or by some combination of the two. 





COMPANY AIDS WATER CONSERVATION 


H. R. 4663 would authorize the Trinity development— 


for the principal purpose of increasing the supply of water available for irriga- 
tion and other beneficial uses in the Central Valley of California. 

Cooperation between the Federal Government and the company 
would aid this purpose. 

Generation of power made possible by these water-conservation 
works is designed to aid financially in repaying the cost of the water 
features of the project. The more revenue that can be gained from 
waterpower, the less will be the cost of the project to Federal tax- 
payers and the cheaper the water should be to farmers and others. 

The company long has contributed to the development of water for 
irrigation in California and fully supports the policy of constructing 
sound reclamation and flood-control projects. 

Nearly a million and a half acre-feet of storage capacity in 57 reser- 
voirs owned by the company supplies water not only for power genera- 
tion but also for irrigation and other beneficial uses in the Central 
Valley. 

The company has followed a policy of cooperation with the Federal 
Government, local irrigation districts, cities, and other Government 
agencies in the development and storage of water. The company has 
installed powerplants at the water-conservation projects of some of 
these public agencies and has paid them for the use of falling water 
for power generation. In other cases the company, by contracting 
to purchase the power output, has provided an assured market for 
electric power generated by public irrigation and water-supply pro- 
jects and thereby has aided in financing their construction. The tri- 
dam project of the Oakdale and South San Joaquin Irrigation Dis- 
tricts on the Stanislaus River is the most recent example of our cooper- 
ation. The Tri-Dam project, by the way, is just now getting its fi- 
nancing underway and construction should start soon. 

This is not a new policy. It dates back to the early 1920’s, when 
the major irrigation district projects in California were started. 

The company has demonstrated that cooperation between public 
and private agencies in the generation and marketing of power de- 
veloped at multipurpose water projects best serves the public interest. 
Our proposal for Trinity is based upon this policy of cooperation. 


CALIFORNIA REGULATES COMPANY POWER RATES 


The company would distribute Trinity power to its 1,600,000 elec- 
tric customers throughout northern and central California without 
discrimination. The power would be sold at rates established by the 
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California Public Utilities Commission. The commission has con- 
tinuously and effectively regulated the electric rates, financing, and 
operation of public utilities in California since 1914. Under such 
regulation, payments made by the company for the use of Trinity 
falling water would be entered as an operating expense on the com- 
pany’s books. The company can make no profit on the falling water 
it purchases. All that it is allowed is a fair return on the investment 
the company makes itself in facilities used and useful in service to the 
public. Any benefits from purchase of waterpower must be passed on 
to power consumers in the form of lower electric rates. 

Today our customers pay 15 percent less for each kilowatt-hour of 
electricity used in their homes than they did in 1939, although the 
prices of most other goods and services they buy, as you know, have 
at least doubled since that time. Despite the fact that about 25 cents 
out of every dollar collected by us is paid out in taxes, we have pre- 
served this low-rate level by advanced engineering and efficient 
management. 

Trinity power would be sold by the company at the lowest possible 
rates consistent with truly sound business principles. 


POWER PARTNERSHIPS AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS 


The legislative pattern for partnership development may be found 
in three acts passed by Congress in 1954. These are: (1) Public Law 
544, authorizing the Priest Rapids project on the Columbia River 
where a local public-utility district proposes to build a power facility 
at a dam to be constructed by the Federal Government; (2) Public 
Law 436, deauthorizing a Federal project on the Coosa River in Ala- 
bama, to allow the Alabama Power Co. to construct five dams on the 
river at a cost of $100 million; and (3) Public Law 476, authorizing 
partnership between the State of Oklahoma and the Federal Govern- 
ment to build the Markham Ferry Dam. 

These acts provide for construction of power facilities at Govern- 
ment water projects by local agencies under Federal Power Commis- 
sion license. 

Such licenses are limited to a maximum term of 50 years. The Gov- 
ernment has the right to recapture the power facilities at their depre- 
ciated cost upon the termination of the license. The power operation 
must be approved by the Commission as the one best adapted to a com- 
prehensive development of the water resources for all beneficial public 
purposes, including recreation. Licensees must pay for benefits pro- 
vided by Federal dams. Operation of plants constructed under license 
is subject to the continuous supervision of the Commission. 


BENEFITS FROM PARTNERSHIP PLAN 


H. R. 4663 would authorize appropriation of $225 million for con- 
struction of the Trinity River division of the Central Valley project. 

The Bureau estimates that Federal operation of power facilities 
proposed in the bill would return $237 million in revenues over the 
project repayment period. 

If Trinity power facilities are built and operated by the company 
under its partnership proposal, payments for falling water, taxes, 
and savings to the Federal Government over the same period would 
amount to $343 million, or $106 million more to water users and Fed- 
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eral taxpayers. In addition, the company would pay $65 million in 
taxes on these power facilities to State and local governments. This 
amounts to a net gain of $171 million from the partnership develop- 
ment. 

The Federal Government already has spent approximately $800 
million on water-resources development in California. Another $800 
million will be required to complete presently authorized Federal wa- 
ter projects. The most comprehensive Federal development of water 
in California can be achieved if our public and private agencies willing 
and able to share this financial burden become working partners in 
the Federal reclamation program. 

The company’s cooperation in the Trinity River power development 
will make possible the earliest construction by the Federal Govern- 
ment of needed water-conservation works in California at the least 
cost to Federal taxpayers and with maximum benefits to the water 
users in the Central Valley. 

We urge that H. R. 4663 be amended to contain partnership provi- 
sions permitting construction of the Trinity power features under 
Federal Power Commission license. 


PARTNERSHIP WOULD NOT DELAY PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, I have a few words in addition that are not a part 
of my prepared statement. 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. does not desire to delay the construc- 
tion of the Trinity River project for one moment. The project has 
not been, and it should not be, delayed by our partnership offer. 

We have cooperated fully with Bureau of Reclamation engineers. 
Our studies were submitted to the Bureau as rapidly as we completed 
them, using data supplied to us by the Bureau’s engineers. 

The Bureau’s schedule for the project construction shows that the 
Trinity Dam, if started in July 1957, would not be completed until 
December of 1962. The dam would be the same for either the all- 
Federal or the partnership project. Only the size of the tunnels and 
penstocks would be changed in the joint project. 

Tunnel construction would not be started, according to the Bureau’s 
schedule, until July of 1958. Even if Trinity Dam were begun next 
year, there would be 12 to 18 months available for negotiation of a 
partnership contract with the Bureau, as Mr. Dexheimer on Wed- 
nesday pointed out to you. We agree with regional director Spencer 
that company and Bureau of Reclamation personnel, working together, 
should complete these negotiations within a year. I believe that they 
should be completed in substantially less time than 1 year. 

If our suggestion is approved, the Trinity bill should be amended to 
permit licensing of power facilities under the Federal Power Act. 
If this amended bill is passed, we would immediately apply for a 
license to the Federal Power Commission and at the same time, carry 
on our negotiations with the Bureau. As soon as negotiations were 
completed and a license was issued, the company would then start con- 
struction of the powerplants. But, if no agreement were arrived at by 
the crucial date, the Bureau could then proceed to construct the power 
facilities it proposes. 
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I also wish to emphasize that the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. is in 
favor of the Trinity project. We do not oppose the project. Our only 
point is that taxpayers and water users will benefit substantially under 
the partnership plan. 


TUNNEL COSTS OF PARTNERSHIP PLAN 


One of the subjects discussed here on Wednesday related to the esti- 
mated cost of construction of the enlarged tunnel under the partnership 
plan. 

I would like to call on Mr. Dreyer, our vice president and chief 
engineer, who has spent his life working on hydroelectric projects in 
California, to comment on the testimony on tunnel costs which the 
committee heard on Wednesday. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Mr. Dreyer, do you have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Dreyer. I just have some notes written out in longhand, Mr. 
chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The only reason for the suggestion is that the rules 
of the committee provide that the statement be filed and the testimony 
should be permanent. If there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Dreyer. In our proposal to the Bureau we advised them that 
we had estimated the additional cost of constructing the larger tunnels 
under the partnership plan at $9 million. 

There was testimony here on Wednesday that our figure was $15 
million low, and, instead, that the cost might be $24 million. There 
was also testimony that this increase in cost would more than use up 
the surplus revenue of $36 million which we showed would be accumu- 
lated under the partnership proposal during the repayment period. 

We have more than 100 miles of water tunnels in our system. 
Twenty-eight miles of large-sized tunnels have been constructed in the 
postwar period. I have personally been responsible for the design 
of all tunnels constructed by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. during the 
last 35 years, and I am familiar with their costs. We are just com- 
pleting a 4-mile tunnel, 19 feet in diameter on our Pit 4 project, and 
have just awarded a contract for a similar sized tunnel 634 miles long, 
for Poe project on Feather River. 

Both of these tunnels are slightly larger in diameter than the two 
tunnels proposed for the Trinity project, each of which is more than 
8 miles long. 

Our figure of $9 million additional cost for the larger Trinity tun- 
nels was carefully estimated and in my opinion is more than adequate. 
It represents an increase in cost of $100 per foot, because of the increase 
in diameter from 14 feet-7 inches to 17 feet-6 inches. 

The $24 million figure which was mentioned here on Wednesday 
would be $270 per foot. 

Since hearing the testimony, I have had our engineers in San Fran- 
cisco get check figures from our contractors—in this case, the Utah 
Construction Co.—on the two sizes of the Trinity tunnels here being 
considered. I am advised that the difference in cost, including over- 
head of 20 percent, is $70 per foot. This is based upon a tunnel and 
ground requiring an installation of steel sets at about 6-foot centers. 

Now, in view of this independent check on our figures, I am quite 
certain that the $24 million dative or $270 a foot quoted here the other 
day is in error. Our estimate of $9 million, at $100 a foot, is more 
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than adequate to cover the cost of the increased size of the tunnels 
required in the partnership plan. 

Mr. Gerpves. Mr. Chairman, that covers our direct presentation. 

Mr. Asprnatyt. Thank you very much, Mr. Gerdes. The gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Gerdes, I am very much interested in your extem- 
pore concluding statement in which you state that you have no desire 
to delay the immediate authorization and construction by the Con- 
gress of the Trinity River project. I take it, therefore, that you are 
for this project, whether the Congress adopts the legislation which the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. proposes on a partnership basis or not ? 

Mr. Gerpes. We are not here to oppose the Trinity River project, 
even if the bill were not amended to provide for partnership develop- 
ment. We are here only to urge the Congress to amend the bill in a 
way that we think will be beneficial to the water users and taxpayers of 
the State. 

Mr. Enate. If Congress, in its wisdom, should not adopt the pro- 
posal, you, nevertheless, would be for the project ? 

Mr. Gerpes. We would be for the project—I am speaking now of 
the dams, tunnnels and power houses, but not the duplicating trans- 
mission lines. 

Mr. Eneie. You say it is not your desire to delay in any way this 
proposal. 

Mr. Spencer testified that it would take a year perhaps of negotia- 
tion and additional engineering to work this program out, and that it 
might run two or three years. You affirm, I take it, the statement made 
by Mr. Aandahl, Governor Aandahl, that he did not desire the pro- 
vision in the bill authorizing the Federal construction to be stricken, 
but only add to it a permissive feature which would permit, in the 
alternative, a contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. along lines 
of this proposal. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Gerves. I did not hear all of his testimony, so I could not verify 
that statement exactly. 

Mr. Ener. You referred in your remarks, however, to the proposi- 
tion that if an acceptable contract could not be arranged at the dead- 
line, by the time that the dam was built, and they were ready to pro- 
ceed on the tunnel, that the Federal Government should proceed with 
the construction, which would necessarily imply an authorization to 
do that; is that right? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes. 

Mr. Ener. So additional language in the bill would then necessarily 
be in the alternative and permissive, would it not? 

Mr. Gerpes. It could be made that way. 

Mr. Ener. Yes. If we follow your suggestion, it would have to be 
that way, would it not? 

Mr. Gerpes. Well, Congressman, we could easily be given the next. 
year to negotiate a contract, and the Congress could take whatever 
action was necessary a year from now. I do not see that you would 
have to have it in the alternative now, but perhaps that might be 
deemed necessary. 

Mr. Enater. I cannot visualize the Congress authorizing this project 
piecemeal. I was just trying to adjust in my own mind what you think 
should be put into this bill in order to accomplish what you have in 
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mind. And, as I see it, you would not strike from the provisions of 
the bill the language authorizing Federal construction, but you would 
add to the bill a provision permitting a contract with the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. in accordance with this proposal; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. Yes, that is my thinking on the matter. 

Mr. Miter. Will the gentleman from California yield ? 

Mr. Ener. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. Would the gentleman be in position to suggest an 
amendment to the bill? 

Mr. Gerpes. We have given some thought to a possible amendment. 
We will, if the committee desires, submit a proposed amendment. 

Mr. Enate. I realize, Mr. Gerdes, you stated that this would not 
delay the project, but would not the effect of that be to deprive the 
Congress of the final check on whether or not the proposal finally 
arrived at should be approved ? 

Mr. Gerves. I would say “No.” 

Mr. Enetez. It would be a delegation of authority, would it not, to 
the Secretary, to enter into a contract on such terms as the Secretary 
saw mes whether Congress agreed to approve those terms or not ; would 
it not ? 

Mr. Gerves. Approval of the amendment would be congressional ap- 
proval of the partnership idea, with the details to be carried out by 
a contract later. 

Mr. Enatz. I agree with that. It would be submission of the Con- 
gress in principle to going along with the partnership proposal, but it 
would divest this committee, would it not, of any opportunity what- 
soever, to review the final arrangement worked out with the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. 

Mr. Gerpzes. It could be provided that the Secretary of Interior 
would come back and report to you periodically, or a year from now. 

Mr. Enete. In that case you have the equivalent of a second au- 
thorizing procedure through this Congress which is a time-consuming 
onerous proposition. 

Mr. Gerves. There is no reason, in my opinion, why the Trinity con- 
struction need be delayed one minute because of our making the pro- 
posal, or carrying it out. 

Mr. Enote. You are entirely correct if this committee is willing to 
delegate to the Secretary of the Interior the decision with reference to 
whether or not the contract is appropriate. It is one thing, I may add, 
for you to suggest that if the terms were fair in your opinion, or in our 
opinion, and it is another thing to say that we are going to delegate 
to the Secretary of the Interior the power to make a contract in what- 
ever terms he might see fit and finally agreed upon by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Mr. Gerpves. Chairman Engle, as you well know, the Congress passed 
the Central Valley Project Act and left it to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to negotiate power contracts. Those power contracts were more 
important in terms of dollars than the contract that we are concerned 
with here. Yet, the Congress delegated that authority to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, and he has exercised it, as he does with all reclama- 
tion projects. I cannot see any difference in principle between what 
we are discussing on Trinity as to whether the contract might be fair 
or not, and the contract for the sale of power from any other reclama- 
tion project. Congress does not undertake, as I understand it, to re- 
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view each contract and decide whether the price and terms are fair. 

Mr. Enexr. No, it does not. But Congress does, and has, directed 
the guidelines for the execution of the contract ; namely, that the power 
be sold at the lowest practical rate consistent with business principles 
and sound economic practices. 

That has been the traditional way that it has been done. Now, 
when you suggest—and I am not inclined to accept your suggestion 
entirely—that this proposal would not delay this project, I am afraid 
you have overlooked the fact that the Congress and this committee 
might consider it desirable to look over the contractual arrangement 
to be entered into. 

For instance, we had a gentleman before this committee a year or 
so ago on a matter involving the distribution of power from some 
project in Texas and contract made with private agencies. Those 
contracts were required to be brought back to this committee before 
they were executed and I cannot visualize the Bureau of Reclamation 
going out and building a dam at a cost of $90 million with the power- 
houses, which will pay for a large portion of that, hanging in the air. 
And maybe they will, but I have serious doubts about it, when there 
are so many uncertainties about this—what should be done with refer- 
ence to this proposal. 

For instance, in reading over the brochure which was circulated 
very widely throughout northern California, it recalled how Trinity 
project, as planned, would benefit the area in northern and central 
California, if the power users buy from Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
You are familiar with that, I assume? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, I am familiar with it. 

Mr. Enate. It says on page—the pages are not numbered—but on 
the last page, that the proposal would create 130,000 more kilowatts 
of generating capacity. But the Interior witnesses here appeared and 
said that this proposal would reduce the output from Shasta from 
sixty to one hundred thousand kilowatts. Do you agree with that? 

Mr. Gerpes. Well, I cannot say yes or no to that question. I agree 
that we made the statement you have referred to in this booklet. I 
also agree that the Bureau of Reclamation witness said that our oper- 
ation might—and he emphasized the fact that he had not made a final 
study and he emphasized the word “might”—might reduce the depend- 
able capacity of existing plants by 100,000 kilowatts. Our study 
shows—and we have made a detailed study—that it would be 60,000 
kilowatts. But, be that as it may, the statement that you have read 
from our booklet about the installed capacity of the plants is factually 
correct. You are speaking about something different; you are speak- 
ing about the dependable power capacity of these installations which 
is something quite different than the installed capacity. But in our 
booklet we referred to the installed capacities and we referred to them 
accurately. 

When you speak about the dependable capacity, you are speaking 
about something else. The dependable capacity is what is available 
in the driest year and has an effect on the money you are going to 
collect. That item was fully taken into account by the figures that 
we stated in the booklet. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Gerdes, do you regard that statement as a fair 
statement to be made to people uninformed about the intracies of 
electric power production ? 











TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 123 


Mr. Gerves. I regard it as an accurate statement. 

Mr. Encore. Do you regard it as a fair statement ? 

Mr. Gerves. Yes, a fair statement. This booklet was prepared with 
the idea of trying to get the partnership concept into condensed form, 
as you must recognize. I would also like to call your attention to—and 
I will introduce it into the record if you wish—the news release of the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., which is dated February 21, 1955. It was 

iven wide distribution and reached many more people than the book- 
et. In this news release, we made the following statement: 

The company’s plan would also add to the net dependable power capacity of 
the area about 65,000 kilowatts more than the Bureau’s plan. 

In this news release, and in the discussions that we have had in this 
area, we have gone into this thing quite fully. I feel that the matter 
that is contained in the booklet is very fair. 

Mr. Enete. In all fairness, I yoni like to suggest Mr. Gerdes, that 
if the authors had probably talked to Mr. Bonner, they would not 
have put this statement in this booklet. But that is neither here nor 
there. The fact is, is it not, that the power production at Shasta will 
be reduced, and is it not true that the reduction of that power capacity 
endangers the capability of the Bureau of Reclamation to meet its 
present power commitment in the Central Valley project ? 

ERDES. Our computation is that it will not endanger the 
Bureau’s power operation, on a long-term basis. After the completion 
of the San Luis project, our study shows that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion will have more dependable commercial power with our partner- 
ship proposal than it will have without it. 

Mr. Eneie. You would not agree then with the statement made by 
the Bureau’s witnesses that there was grave danger that this arrange- 
ment would make it impossible for them to meet their pumping re- 
quirements and their present commitments with their present 
customers ? 

Mr. Grerves. If the Bureau oversold its project, why then they are 
in trouble, of course. 

Mr. Enete. The Bureau has not oversold its project, as I under- 
stand it. This proposal is going to come along and rob the existing 

roject of between 60,000 and 100,000 kilowatts of cheap power now 
ing produced on a project built in 1939 at Shasta; is that true? 

Mr. Gerpes. Well, I think to characterize it as robbing the project 
is using rather picturesque words; I understand, Mr. Chairman, 
you 

Mr. Enatr. Well, use the word purloining. 

Mr. Gerpes. I understand that the chairman has quite a reputation 
for using picturesque language, but I could not join in using language 
to the effect that we are robbing the project. We are paying full value 
for the power, and under the proposal, the additional advantages that 
I have described will be obtained by the Government. 

Mr. Enate. Of course, it would be very helpful to the committee if 
the Bureau and the Pacific Gas & Electric were together on that point. 

Now, are you in agreement with the statement made by the Interior 
witnesses that in order to pay a fair price, instead of $3.5 million, 
that the price should be $3.9 million? In other words, as I understand 
the Bureau’s testimony, you are a half million dollars short of paying 
what you ought to pay to amortize the power features out at the Gov- 
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ernment’s rate of interest. Do you agree or disagree with that state- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. I disagree with that statement in part. But let me 
explain: The $3.5 million that the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. offers for 
falling water is based, as I described in my statement, on the present 
alternative cost of steam generated power on the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. system. In other words, we computed what value Trinity power 
would have, based upon alternative steam power. And we derived the 
figure of $3.5 million. 

Mr. Enatr. That is what Mr. Murray testified about. But we will 
get back to that later. But going into this matter, for instance, of 
whether or not there is sufficient afterbay capacity to take care of the 
water users. As I understand, you intend to increase the size of the 
tunnels and the size of the powerhouse and to gush this water 
through to meet the peak load in your system. But that water gushing 
through would not correspond necessarily with the water requirements 
downstream. Do you agree that there is grave doubt as to the suffi- 
ciency of the existing afterbay capacity which would raise a question 
as to whether more capacity would have to be built? 

Mr. Gerves. No; I do not, Chairman Engle. I do not agree, because 
our engineers ran a water-operation study which met all Bureau re- 
quirements for irrigation and other project purposes. In connection 
with the capacity at Keswick Reservoir, our engineers believe that no 
more afterbay capacity would be needed under our plan than under 
the Bureau plan. 

Mr. Enoate. That is a matter also that would have to be ironed out 
with the Bureau, would it not, because if afterbay capacity was not 
sufficient, and then it would be necessary to build more afterbay ca- 
pacity; is that correct? 

In other words, if you had to turn out the water at another point, 
you would have to do some refiguring on this; would you not? 

Mr. Gerpes. We have already done the figuring. We believe our 
figures are right, but the Bureau might have to check those figures. 

Mr. Ener. Have you supplied the Bureau with a copy of your 
operation studies? 

Mr. Gerves. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Ener. Have you supplied the Bureau of Reclamation with a 
copy of your operation studies ? 

Mr. Gerves. No; the Bureau has not asked for a copy of that study 
yet. But we will be glad to give it to them at any time. When we get 
back to California, we intend to get in touch with them and give them 
anything they want. 

Mr. Enate. I understood they asked for that several weeks ago. 

Mr. Grerves. No. There was testimony by Mr. Murray to the effect 
that he had asked for certain information from us 10 days ago. Asa 
matter of fact, on the day that he testified here the information had 
been sent to his office, but he did not receive it because it was sent to 
Sacramento and he was in Washington. 

Mr. Enate. I have a copy of a statement made, and it is entitled, 
“Comment of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. on the Report of the 
Commission of Reclamation, January 19, 1955” with reference to 


the partnership development. This, as I understand, was transmitted 
to Mr. Derkee, director of public works, for the State of California. 
Mr. Gerves. That is correct. 
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Mr. Enate. This statement puts the Commissioner of Reclamation 
under very serious strictures as it was asserted here by failure to com- 
ply with his own directive and, in eight separate instances on highly 
complicated engineering matters, disagr ees very vigorously with the 
analysis made by the Bureau of Reclamation. ‘I do not want to get 
into that a great deal, except to ask this: In the light of those eight 
points, at this stage, do you think it is true that so far as the Bureau 
and the company ¢ are concerned, there are wide areas of disagreement 
existing now with reference to ‘the physical aspects, the engineering 
aspects and the financial aspects of this proposal ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. I would say that there are differences, but by no means 
are they wide differences. I would expect that they could be ironed 
out very easily, and very shortly. As a background for that, I cite to 
you the fact that we have negotiated with the Bureau of Reclamation, 
during the time of the prior administration, one of the most—and I 
think probably the most—important power contracts that was entered 
into between any power company and the Bureau. Over the years we 
have found that we can work with the Bureau of Reclamation people. 
We have differences, to be sure, but we get together and iron out our 
differences and we wind up in agreement. 

I am sure we would in this case. 

The trouble with this situation was that the matter was precipitated 
so quickly that we did not get a chance to submit our final proposal 
in time for the Bureau to give it consideration before they made their 
report. Maybe we are wrong; maybe they are wrong; but that, we 
think, can be easily resolved. 

Mr. Eneir. You made the proposal about a year ago, on April 16, 
and a year has elapsed, as I get the picture, you people and the Bureau 
have not yet settled down and gotten together your engineering data. 
And this 8-point statement, and a little subsequently I expect to make 
it a part of the record, is a severe castigation of the Commissioner of 
Reclamation’s engineering approach to this partnership program. 

Mr. Gerpes. As to it being a severe castigation, I would not regard 
it as such at all. After studying the Bureau of Reclamation’s report, 
we felt that they had made certain errors. We felt that the attention 
of the State engineer should be called to those errors. We forwarded 
copies to the Commissioner and to the Secretary of Interior. We feel 
it 1s our duty, if we think there are errors being made in relation to 
our partnership proposal, that we should call their attention to it. 

I do not regard that as any severe castigation. We have called 
attention to certain matters that they should consider and act upon. 

Mr. Enate. I am glad to know that you do not regard it as a severe 
castigation, but may “I suggest that it does give a picture of the condi- 
tion that exists at the present time. 

Mr. Gerves. May | comment further on this? You said that we 
made an offer, and it is a fact that we made a preliminary offer a yea 
ago. Shortly after that offer was made, there was a conference es 
tween our engineers and the Bureau’s engineers. They agreed to 
supply certain operation studies which are a very complicate: | thing. 
We were furnished some old studies last June, but did not receive 
their final studies until late in the fall. As soon as we received those 
studies, Mr. Bonner and his associates worked nights throughout the 
Christmas and New Years season and came up with the basis for our 
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roposal. I think, if you will check the record, you will see there 
Soom been no dilatory tactics on our part, in attempting to work out 
this proposal. Neither have there been such tactics on the part of 
the Bureau. 

Mr. Enate. I realize it isa very complicated matter. 

Now, let me refer to the brochure again, and I refer to the fact that 
the brochure indicates that this proposal would give the local people 
$65 million additional in taxes. at, can you see any reason why the 
Federal Government should not, as a levy in lieu of taxes, pay the 
same amount of money to the local agency ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. If you are asking my personal opinion, I think, in con- 
nection with the Federal project, that the Government should pay 
local and county taxes equal to what the power companies pay. They 
should also pay an amount equal to Federal income taxes. Then you 
might have competition between the public and the private agencies 
on something like a fair basis. 

Mr. Enate. In other words, if we could get that as additional power 
revenues, put that on the power consumers—the $70 million in taxes 
to the Federal Government, and $65 million in taxes to the local people, 
there is no reason why that cannot be done? Is there? 

Mr. Gerpes. No; and I think it should be done. 

Mr. Enete. That is just about the advantage of this partnership, 
is it not, if we want to amend this bill and put the taxes on, we ste 
be even Stephen, would we not? 

Mr. Gerves. No, there are other advantages. Without taking the 
time to try to summarize my hour’s presentation here, I think that sav- 
ing the Government a $50 million capital outlay is one factor. 

[r. ENexie. $50 million at 3 percent interest would come back to the 
Government. 

Mr. Gerpes. I understand there are considerable demands on the 
Federal Treasury today for funds. I think if private enterprise can 
put up sufficient capital to do some of the things that the Federal Gov- 
ernment would otherwise be doing, it might aid in balancing the bud- 
get. It might also enable the Government to enter into additional 
reclamation activities, 

Mr. Eneir. Of course, most people in turning on a light also pay 
a Federal tax, so by and large the same people are going to have to 
pay. 

M.Gerves. No, not at all in the same proportion. 

Mr. Enaitr. No. The fellow who works for a living turns on the 
lights just like the millionaire, who probably gets hooked for a little 
bigger light bill, or tax on his bill. But you made the statement a few 
minutes ago, Mr. Gerdes, that you had figured $3.5 million on the basis 
of the equivalent source of power which would be, I assume, steam ? 

Mr. Gerpves. Yes. 

_ Mr. Enere. And that on that basis, that you had offered $3.5 mil- 
lion. Now, for the purpose of arriving at these figures; namely, the 
$36 million additional revenue, $65 million in local taxes, and $70 
million in Federal taxes, which would amount to $171 million, plus the 
$3.5 million per annum—novw, in ariving at this, what did you use as 
the per-annum value of this power to your system ? : 

Mr. Gerprs. May I have that question again ? 

Mr. Enete. I will repeat it, and I will shorten up the question: 
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What value, in arriving at these figures, did you place upon the 
ower to your system per annum? Was it $10 million, $12 million, 
ee million, or $20 million ? 

Mr. Gerves. I cannot answer that question, Mr. Chairman. May I 
ask Mr. Bonner, who did the detail ma to answer it? 

Mr. Enate. Certainly. 

Mr. Bonner. The power produced by falling water was valued at 
load center at the cost of equivalent steam power in a modern plant. 
That cost is made up of two components: $24 per kilowatt-year for 
capacity, and 2.7 mills per kilowatt-hours for energy. Those costs are 
based on the present average cost of fuel to our system. 

Mr. Ene ez. Please do not confuse me; I am just a country lawyer, 
and I am trying to figure this out. Is the $3.5 million in payment to 
the falling water, the $3.5 million, the $1.3 million in taxes to the local 

ople, and approximately the same amount in taxes to the Federal 
Government, and $36 million more return over the repayment period 
besides, and I add those up annually, to, oh, 6 or 7 million dollars. 
I am trying to find out the value placed on this power to your system 
in arriving at the figure of $3.5 million. 

Now, the reason I ask that question is because I know that on the 
Kings River you made an equivalent analysis where you had a value, I 
believe, of 11 mills equivalent in steam costs. And what I am trying 
to find out is what value you placed upon this power per annum 
in arriving at the $3.5 million which you offer to the Federal 
Government ? 

Mr. Bonner. I was leading up to that. I was giving you the basic 
prices. 

Mr. Encte. Is it $10 million, $15 million, or how much? 

Mr. Bonner. It is $10,180,000. 

Mr. Enate. $10,180,000 ? 

Mr. Bonner. That is the gross annual value of the power before 
deducting annual costs of the generation and transmission facilities. 

Mr. Enate. $10 million, 50 years. That is the annual gross value? 

Mr. Bonner. The annual gross value of the power at load center. 

Mr. Enate. That works out at $500 million which is the gross value 
of the power to be produced at this project over the period of the 
pay out of the project. 

Mr. Gerpes. May the witness finish his statement, because unless 
he finishes it you draw the wrong conclusion. 

Mr. Bonner. To produce that power and get it to load center, you 
have certain costs, including the taxes you mentioned. Our annual 
cost to get that power to load center would be about $6,700,000 a year. 
So the difference between the $10.2 million and that cost is the margin 
left available to pay for failing water, which we offered to pay to the 
Government. 

Mr. Enate. I understand that and also understand from the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation that their figure is $7.3 million. That is the cost 
they have placed on this power over repayment period. Now, accord- 
ing to my figures [ writing on Sdackbourdl, that means that the Bureau 


figures will come out at $365 million over the payout period of this 
project. Iamsure the P. G. & E. isa good company and you expect to 
get that money back, do you not, as a good business proposition ? 

Mr. Gerpes. May I answer that question ? 

Mr. Enate. Yes. 
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Mr. Gerpes. As far as the $3.5 million payment for falling water is 
concerned, that goes into operating expense and we cannot earn any- 
thing on that. We could earn only a reasonable return on the facil- 
ities we build. If we built the powerplants we would earn a reasonable 
return, whatever the Commission allows, on those facilities, and 
that is all. 

Mr. Enate. I understand that and I have no objection to that. But 
as I understand the partnership—who will be the partners? The 
Federal Government and the P. G. & E.; any others ? 

Mr. Grrves. The beneficiaries would be the taxpayers and water 
users. 

Mr. Eneorr. The third party would be the power and water con- 
sumers, and I assume you will get that money back, so I take $365 mil- 
lion from the $500 million and come out with $135 million extra that 
this arrangement will cost the power consumers of my district and of 
northern California for the advantages, whatever they may be, of the 
P. G. & E. going into this partnership arrangement. Is anything 
wrong with those figures ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes; it is all wrong, because you have not deducted 
the money we pay for falling water ‘and all the other expenses, You 
have just taken the $10 million figure and multiplied it by 50, which 
is meaningless. 

Mr. Eneve. You told me the cost of falling water was in that $10.2 
million. 

Mr. Gerves. Mr. Bonner told you the gross value of the power was 
$10.2 million, using a round figure, He also gave you figures to show 
that our costs would be $6, 700, 000, which gives a balance of $3.5 mil- 
lion which we would pay for the f: alling water. Soas faras P.G.& E. 
is concerned it is a “wash.” We would not make : anything. 

Mr. Enae. I was not accusing you of making anything, but ac- 
cording to these figures the people of northern California will be 
paying $135 million more because this partnership exists. 

Mr. Grerpes. No; because if we did not have this power we would 
he.ve to build a steam plant or its equivalent. As far as the power con- 
svmer is concerned, if we pay $3.5 million for falling water, the cost 
will be the same to the consumer as if we built a steam plant. 

Mr. Enere. Maybe this power could be absorbed plus an equal 
amount from a steam plant, but do not these figures prove so far as 
this project is concerned it would cost the consumers of northern Cali- 
fornia $135 million more over the payout period of this project under 
this partnership than they would have to pay to retire this project if 
it were built by the Federal Government / 

Mr. Gerpes. The answer is “No.” That is not correct. It would not 
cost the power consumers of northern California any more if we went 
into this proposal than if we did not. 

Mr. Enetr. If they do not pay it you gentlemen will be losing money, 
I take it. 

Mr. Gerpes. No. We cannot do business and lose money. We have 
to get our expenses back, and we have to make a reasonable return on 
the capital we put in the business to keep alive. 

Mr. Enete. I do not know what it would be, but what I say is, take 
the valuation you put on this power, $10.2 million; you have to get 
that back, and according to my simple country school arithmetic that 
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amounts to $500 million over 50 years, and that is $135 million more 
than it would cost these same people to return the Federal costs. The 
people who pay for this project are the power consumers and water 
consumers. They pay out the irrigation investment without interest 
and the power investment with 3 percent interest. The power costs 
runs to $365 million. If P. G. & E. takes it—of course I have not 
added on the water, that goes on extra—if P. G. & E. takes it, it is 
$500 million, and I cannot see why there is not $135 million extra 
which the power users must pay. 

Mr. Pixxron. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Enate. Yes. 

Mr. Pixon. I am thoroughly confused. I do not know if it is that 
I do not understand arithmetic, but when we talk about the value of 
power are we talking about the cost of power or the capitalized value 
of power? What does the $10.2 million represent? Is that the cost 
of the power to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. ? 

Mr. Bonner. That is the annual value of the power at load center 
based on what it would cost us to produce it. 

Mr. Pruuion. Does that mean the capitalized value or the cost to the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co.? Are we talking about cost or value? 

Mr. Bonner. We are talking cost of an alternative source of power 
and equating it asa value. That is what it would cost us to produce it 
ina steam plant. Beyond that it has to be distributed to the consumer 
and we would, of course, have additional costs of transmission and dis- 
tribution to the consumer. But this is the value of the power delivered 
at load center based on what it would cost us to generate it in an alter- 
native steam plant. 

Mr. Gerves. There is no better way the engineers have to value 
power except to measure it by what it would cost to get the power from 
some other source. If we did not get it from Trinity, where would we 
get it? Mr. Bonner assumes you would get it from a steam plant. So 
he measured the value by figuring out what an equivalent amount of 
power with the same characteristics, would cost in a steam electric gen- 
erating plant located near the load center and he came up with the 
round figure of $10 million. Of course you have incurred a lot of 
expenses, to get the hydro power to load center, including the capital 
cost of the powerplants, transmission lines, operating expenses, and so 
forth. That amounted to $6,700,000. If you deduct that from the 
$10.2 million value, you arrive at a figure of $3.5 million as the remain- 
ing value of Trinity falling water. Is that stating it correctly? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. We must justify our own hydro projects in the 
same way by showing that they will meet or beat steam power costs— 
before we can build one. 

Mr. Gerves. As a matter of fact we would have to justify the pro- 
posed partnership contract before the California Public Utilities Com- 
mission in the same way. We would have to tell them we will get 
certain values and pay certain amounts. If we were to pay too much, 
the Commission would not allow us to enter into the contract. We 
must look after the interests of our 1,600,000 customers and the Cali- 
fornia Commission has the same function. 

Mr. Pittio0n. If 

Mr. Enate. Just a minute. I only yield for one question. I want 
to ask one more question and then I will quit. Mr. Gerdes, I have 
always had very cordial relationships with the P.G.& E. A year ago, 
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when this proposal was first made, I suggested to representatives of 
the P. G. & E. that they should not press this partnership offer, that 
65 percent of this power could be earmarked for the pumps at San 
Luis, thereby taking out of the public market the low cost public power 
which private utilities find so disagreeable; that 25 percent additional 
of this power could be reserved under a super preference to Trinity 
County; that this would take up 90 percent of the power; that until 
such time as Trinity County picked up that power, P. G. & E. could 
buy it under a 5-year contract; that there would be only 10 percent of 
the power left to give P. G. & E. any sense of agitation; and that in 
my opinion the best and most constructive use that could be made of 
the power would be to run it into pumps on the San Luis project and 
therefore not get into an argument about private and public power. I 
urged that with great sincerity to the representatives of your company 
in Washington, some of whom happen to be very good friends of 
mine. 

What I cannot understand is what is wrong with that proposition. 
It does not hurt P. G. & E. at all. It represents the last Federal power 
that would be produced in the Central Valley project that I know of, 
and instead of getting into all these complications, why not run that 
power into San Luis pumps, reserve 25 percent to Trinity County, and 
eventually P. G. & E. could pick that up probably at dump rates and 
everyone would be happy. What is wrong with that proposition ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I know that you did discuss that matter with our repre- 
sentative here in Washington, Mr. Kruse. 

Mr. Enetr. A very fine gentleman. He and I discussed the matter 
at great length and sometimes heatedly. 

Mr. Gerpes. You said very kind things about us and your long 
kindly feeling toward us. We have the same feeling toward you. 
When you made that suggestion, I can assure you we gave it very 
serious consideration. 

Mr. Enetz. What is the matter with it? Is that not a good deal for 
P.G. & E.? 

Mr. Gerpes. We are looking at this from the point of view of the 
logical, reasonable way for the development of Central Valley, and we 
feel the logical, reasonable way for the development of Central Valley 
is to have that power delivered to the pumps on an exchange basis. We 
are the largest property taxpayer in the State of California and we are 
interested in the welfare of the State. We feel it would be in the best 
interest of the State if power for the San Luis pumps were delivered 
on an exchange basis under a partnership proposal such as we have 
outlined here today. So that after thorough consideration among 
our top officials, we believed it was our duty to continue to urge this 
partnership proposal. 

Mr. Enere. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mure. This has been a very stimulating discussion and testi- 
mony. There has been no one here opposing this project; it seems to 
be in the picture, and I hope it can be developed to the best interest 
of the taxpayers and the people of the country. 

Mr. Bunce. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mruer. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. I was interested in the arithmetic on the country school 
blackboard. I wonder if either the witness or the gentleman from 
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California could give me the effect on the $365 million if the Federal 
Government becomes the tax collecting agency for the school districts, 
counties, and the municipalities where the taxes are to be reimbursed 
if the Federal development goes through. What would be the effect 
on the $365 million figure? 

Mr. Enotz. It would go up. The rate has to return $10.2 million 
for them and $7.3 million for the Federal Government. If you throw 
some taxes on top of that, you increase the $7.3 million. 

Mr. Murr. That is a good question. Will one of the gentlemen at 
the table answer that question ? 

Mr. Gerves. Mr. Bonner, will you answer that? 

Mr. Bonner. It so happens that our proposition provides for Fed- 
eral, State, and local taxes of $135 million, so it would wash out. 

Mr. Miter. I wanted that brought out. 

Mr. Enetez. That is an excellent point. 

Mr. Miter. I will try to finish my examination in a few moments. 
I notice there is a difference between you and the Bureau respecting 
this new agenda as to their analysis of the partnership approach, and 
some difference about your offer. I think you offered $3.5 million and 
the Bureau of Reclamation claims it ought to be $3,950,000. What 
is your comment on that ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Our offer is based on the value of power based on 
alternative steam. The Bureau’s $3,950,000 annual falling water 
charge—and that was not suggested as final but as tentative—is derived 
on an entirely different basis than our proposal. The Bureau’s analysis 
of partnership construction is based upon an arbitrary allocation of 
cost to power facilities under our plan of over $18 million more than 
was used to justify the Federal power facilities. In the comparative 
analysis the two plans are computed on a different basis. If both had 
been analyzed on the same basis, the comparison would clearly show 
the financial advantage of the partnership plan. 

I want to add this. Mr. Seite said he thought the differences 
could be reconciled between the Bureau and P. G. & E., and I agree 
with him. Our record of dealings with his office indicates we can 
get together. But if by any chance we could not agree, we are willing 
to have the falling water payment fixed by the Federal Power Com- 
mission and we would agree that their determination would be final 
and conclusive. 

Mr. Miter. In other words, your figure of $3.5 million and the 
Bureau’s figure of $3,950,000 are subject to negotiation and you are 
ae to agree on whatever figure the Federal Power Commission 
sets 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, but I do not think we would have to submit it to 
the Federal Power Commission. I am sure we could get together with 
the Bureau on the figure. 

Mr. Miuirr. The reason you show you can develop more power is 
due , the fact you make a larger tunnel through which the water will 
run 

Mr. Gerves. That is correct. The larger tunnel permits a larger 
flow of water and larger power capacity. 

Mr. Mitier. Would it not be possible for the Bureau to do that? 

Mr. Gerpes. You can only do it when you are fitting it in with a 
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large regional system. We would use it as peaking power. You can 
only do it when you do so as a part of a large regional system that is 
supported with steam plants. 

Mr. Miter. Does it follow if you were to build the larger tunnels 
there would be more water available, if it went through your power- 
plants, for the irrigators under your plan than the plan the Bureau 
suggests ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Five percent on the average. We accepted the Bu- 
reau’s determination as to the amount of water that should be diverted 
out of the Trinity River. We would not propose that more water be 
diverted, except conserved floodwaters. 

Mr. Mitter. Do you think there would be 5 percent more water 
available to irrigators ? 

Mr. Gerves. Five percent on the average. 

Mr. Stsk. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. How do they arrive at 5 percent? What difference does 
it make if it comes out of a little tunnel or a big tunnel ? 

Mr. Gerves. During the flood season, when water would be running 
to waste, the larger tunnels permit some of that floodwater to be di- 
verted to the Sacramento River where it would be made available for 
irrigators. 

Mr. Sisk. What difference does it make if it goes down the Trinity 
or the Sacramento River ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Mr. Bonner made the study and I would like him to 
answer that question. 

Mr. Bonner. With the larger tunnels there would be more flexibility 
ir. operation which can be used to create storage space upstream in the 
Trinity Reservoir. At times more water can be diverted when available. 
Storage can be decreased before the flood season, and more storage 
space is therefore made available. The 5-percent figure is based on an 
average over 20 years. In some years there would be less and in some 
more. 

Mr. Mitirr. There is an important question there. I presume water 
is pretty important in many areas of California as far as irrigation is 
concerned. I wanted to ask a question in regard to rates. Does Cali- 
fornia have a power commission that sets up rates ? 

Mr. Gerpes. It is called the California Public Utilities Commission, 
which has regulated the rates and other activities of public utilities in 
our State since 1914. 

Mr. Miuier. Do you understand the Bureau of Reclamation in 
Washington might set up rates contrary to those the California group 
might approve ? 

Mr. Gerves. The California commission has no jurisdiction over the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Minter. Does the Bureau of Reclamation have any jurisdiction 
over the California Power Commission ? 

Mr. Gerves. No. 

Mr. Mitier. Any rates of the Bureau of Reclamation must conform 
to State law ? 

Mr. Gerves. The Bureau fixes its own power rates without approval 
by the California commission or anyone else. 

Mr. Mitter. Off the record. 
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( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Mitter. I know my good chairman is just as interested as I am 
in private enterprise doing these things. Sometimes we think they 
are big bad wolves, but every once in a . while we get a little dividend 
check and wonder how they pay dividends. I do not own stock in this 
particular company, but if we did not have private enterprise doing 
this we would turn it over to the Government and say, “You charge 
four-tenths of a mill more and pay taxes and income taxes and we 
will let you do it.” I think that is implied in some of the testimony, 
that maybe the Government should charge four-tenths of a mill more 
to pay taxes. 

If we followed that same thinking all through our great system of 
private enterprise, we would have the Government m: inufacturing 
washing machines and doing everything they are doing in Russia, as 
I understand the picture, and I am sure the chairman would not want 
to leave that impression, because private enterprise is what makes 
this country a great country. Still someone has to look over your 
shoulder sometimes so that you will not overcharge the American pub- 
lic. I take it the California commission is interested in seeing not only 
that you pay dividends to your stockholders, but make a reasonable 
return, and your business is pretty much open to inspection, and it 
should be because you are dealing with a utility which all of us re- 
quire, the workingman and the fellow who does not have to work. So 
I think our chairman brought out a very good point. I know he wants 
to do everything he can to keep private enterprise in the picture and 
do this thing the right way. 

This looks like a good project and it will go through one way or the 
other, and I would like to see the plans of private enter prise studied a 
little bit more. It came a little late and we have not had a chance to 
study it, and as I understand, the State of California has made no 
comment on it, or have they ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. No. 

Mr. Enate. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Enaix. The supplemental or addendum report has been trans- 
mitted to the State and the State engineer presently has it under study. 
However, the Governor has alre¢ udy, stated his position with reference 
to Federal construction of the project in toto. He did that in his mes- 
sage to the legislature in January and reaffirmed it last week. 

Mr. Minter. That should be shown in the record. 

Mr. AspiNnaLL. It is in. 

Mr. Mitier. I am wondering if the 102 or 99 chambers of commerce 
know enough about the pr oject to analyze it or whether we are follow- 
ing the lead of somebody else. I personally do not know enough about 
the partnership plan to form a conclusion. 

I think that is all. If we meet this afternoon I may have 1 or 2 
other questions, but I would not want to take up too much time be- 
cause there are other members who no doubt have questions. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Does the gentleman wish to reserve time if we meet 
this afternoon ? 

Mr. Miter. I would like to reserve 5 minutes. I do not believe I 
will need more than that. 

Mr. Hatey. At what time will we reconvene? 

Mr. Asprnatu. 1: 30. 
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Mr. Hatey. Could I reserve time? I may not be able to be here 
right at 1:30. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Any member who was here this morning could re- 
serve time this afternoon. The committee will be in session this after- 
noon from 1:30 until 4. Accordingly, the committee stands adjourned 
with the time of Dr. Miller reserved. 

(Thereupon, at 12:05 p. m., a recess was taken until 1:30 p. m. of 
the same date.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened at 1:30 p. m., pursuant to recess.) 

Mr. Asprnatu. The subcommittee will be in order for the further 
consideration of H. R. 4663. The Chair wishes to advise the committee 
that the meeting is called for approximately 214 hours this afternoon. 
Fourteen members of the committee who were here this morning are 
entitled to be heard in questioning and in dividing of time. That 
would mean about 10 minutes apiece for each member of the com- 
mittee. 

The Chair has no intention of making any unanimous consent re- 
quest, but does suggest to the members as they carry on their ques- 
tioning that they keep in mind there will be those at the foot of the 
committee rostrum who will want to ask questions. 

According to our understanding at the time of recess, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, Dr. Miller, for approxi- 
mately 5 minutes. 

Mr. Mitirr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to sum up a little of my own thinking on this and perhaps 
ask two questions. 

Is there any place in California in which a similar proposition, such 
as the buying and sale of falling water or something similar, might 
be comparable to this ? 

Mr. Gerves. There is no such Bureau of Reclamation project. The 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has entered into several agreements such 
as this with other agencies. One of them is with the Army engineers 
at the Narrows Dam on the Yuba River. 

Another is the agreement between the Oakdale and South San Joa- 
quin irrigation districts and the P. G. & E., which relates to Melones 
Dam on the Stanislaus River. 

_ In addition to that there is a similar agreement which was entered 
into between the company and the Nevada Irrigation District a num- 
ber of years ago, which agreement is still in effect. 

Mr. Mitterr. I suppose the building of Hoover Dam, Lake Mead, in 
the Boulder Dam Act, or something similar, may not be quite compar- 
able. However, where we build a big dam I believe under the Boulder 
Dam Act some arrangements were made for the selling of power to 
Los Angeles, principally. 

Mr. Gerpes. It is very similar. 

Mr. Murr. This is not entirely a new approach, the proposition of 
buying falling water and paying the Federal Government for the 
water after they have constructed the facilities. 

Mr. Gerpes. No. The idea with us in California goes back some 25 
years or longer than that—30 years. 

Mr. Miter. I appreciate that answer. 
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Do you think there is any advantage at all you can point out to the 
water users who will be using this water under your plan, or under 
the Bureau of Reclamation plan? 

Mr. Gerves. The advantages to the water user under our plan would 
be a surplus of some $36 million that I referred to in my statement, 
together with the advantages that will follow from an exchange of 
power for San Luis pumping, if that project is completed, as well 
as the added water that will be made available, some 5 percent more, 
as we testified. 

Mr. Mitter. About 5 percent more water. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think I should take any more time, except 
to say this: This looks like a partnership arrangement. If we get this 
dam built, I think the author of the bill can be happy one way or the 
other to get this job done. It is a question of whether the Federal 
Government ought to do it, or whether private enterprise ought to do 


it. 

While my State is pretty much a public power State, I realize that in 
most areas where there is a shortage of power it sometimes occurs that 
the Federal Government does all the supplying of that power. We 
have the Pacific Northwest, and the TVA, and projects in my State. 

Many places are extremely short of power. I think there are places 
where the Government must go in and do things, where the job is too 
big, as it is here, in the building of these dams. These people are not 
able to build them. Somebody ought to build those dams and the 
water ought to be used. 

On the other hand, I have never known a time when the Government 
could do things better than private enterprise. There has always been 
a ee in my mind as to how far we should let the Government go. 
I think the Government ought to be sort of an umpire guaranteeing 
fair play. But the race or the rewards or the losses ought to come to 
the individual. 

The individual in this case is the P. G. & E., who are bound by 
certain rules and regulations set up by their own State power au- 
thorities to sell power at a certain rate and treat water a certain way. 
They are obligated to at least show a profit, or they would not stay in 
business very long. 

I am one of those people who feel that private groups can do things 
more efficiently and in a more businesslike way than Government can 
generally do. Private enterprise and individuals in this country have 
made this country great, and every other nation in the world comes to 
us hat in hand asking for something. That is not true of countries 
where the Government has been the mainspring of all the activities. 

It does take courage and ingenuity and know-how to do some of these 
things. I think that is the way this thing ought to be done. The devel- 
opment of this area ought to be carried on certainly by some group. 

I hope before the bill is considered for reporting to the full commit- 
tee that we may get further information from Mr. Aandahl, from the 
Department of Interior, and that we can stand these two propositions 
up side-by-side to see how they measure up in the benefits that would 
come to the public. When that is done I would be ready to move along. 

I think the Government in itself, when it develops a lot of these 
things, can be one of the most overpowering monopolies we have, be- 
cause they do it under the cloak of, “I am the Government. I can do 
not wrong.” The Government never goes broke. It can always levy 
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more taxes, but that depreciates the dollar. Of course, private enter- 
prise can go broke if they do not show a profit. If they did not show 
a profit this country would not progress. 

f the Government were to do this and to do all the development of 
our resources it would mean thousands upon thousands of Federal 
employees, and taxes would have to come from some place to pay the 
expense. 

At the present time this is an area rather small from which taxes can 
be received. 

I think with those short comments, Mr. Chairman, I am through 
with any questions I should like to ask. Certainly if we can get Mr. 
Aandahl and the Department up here again and make some compari- 
sons of these two propositions I think that deserves serious considera- 
tion. After the committee has decided which seems to be in the best 
interest of the country and the area affected, then we ought to go ahead 
with one or the other and get the job done. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I think I can advise my colleague from Nebraska 
that as soon as possible we wiil get together on this in executive session 
and before that time we will get an additional statement from the 
Bureau representatives. 

Mr. Mituer. It does seem, Mr. Chairman, that the Bureau has not 
completed its study, and the Bureau of the Budget has not completed 
its report, and the State of California, so far as I know, has not issued 
findings. I should certainly like to look at all propositions as closely 
as possible. 

Mr. Asprnauu. At this time the Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the gentleman : Will 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.’s project provide any irrigation ? 

Mr. Gerpes. The reservoirs are being constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Those reservoirs will provide water for irrigation. As 
T recall the figure, it is something like 700,000 acre-feet a year on the 
average. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If the gentlewoman would yield for a question, the 
proposal by the P. G. & E. varies very little so far as water for irriga- 
tion is concerned, That is in evidence now in the testimony. 

Mrs. Prosr. I thank the chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. They would have little change in the irrigation. 

Mrs. Prost. With the storage ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, the storage capacity would be the same 
whether you people build it or whether the Government builds the 
power facilities, 

Mr. Gerves. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prost. If this project is constructed what will be the rate that 
your company will charge the consumer ? 

Mr. Gerves. The rates in California for the power that we serve 
to the public are fixed by the California Public Utilities Commission. 
The rates vary widely between the classes of service. They vary be- 
tween industry and agriculture, domestic, commercial lighting; and 
they vary with the amount of consumption. So it is very difficult— 
in fact, it is impossible for me to state it simply. 

Mrs. Prost. Then would your rates be identical with those charged 
should the Government build the dam ? 
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Mr. Gerves. If the Government built it, presumably it would sell 
it at the same rate that Central Valley project power is being sold. 
That power is only sold for resale. It does not go to the individual 
customer. 

The wholesale rate that the Government is now charging in Califor- 
nia is less than the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.’s rate. The difference 
just about represents the taxes that we pay, Federal, State, and local. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words it would cost the consumer something 
more under your plan, but you feel the taxes that you would pay w ould 
offset the cost to the individuals in the area that would be served by 
your project ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, that is correct. If this power were sold by the 
Government at the Bureau’s rate, it would only go to a very limited 
number of people. It would only go to certain preference customers 
which represent less than 10 percent of the customers in the area; 
whereas if we sold it we would distribute it over our entire 1 regional 
system. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Utah, Mr. 
Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Gerdes, on page 2 of your statement we find the 
words that by 1956 postwar additions in new hydro and steam power 
capacity of the P. G. & E. will amount to nearly 3 million kilowatts, 
Increasing the total system to 4.4 million, and your 11-year postwar 
construction program will represent an investment of $1.6 billion. 

In addition to that investment I understand that you have plans 
beyond 1956 for the construction of steam plants and also hydro 
developments, have you not ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, we have plans for construction of additional 
power plants, both steam and hydro. In our area the powerload is 
increased rapidly each year, and we have to keep building ahead to 
take care of those demands. 

Mr. Dawson. And that involves a good many millions of dollars, 
as you estimated ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I could state it this way: Last year my company spent, 
if I recall the figure correctly, approximately $170 million. That 
includes distribution lines and transmission lines as well as generating 
facilities. It also includes some gas facilities. It is a very large sum 
of money we are speaking of. 

Mr. Dawson. Now, in view of the fact that some of those who would 
oppose future reclamation projects involving hydro development are 
claiming that the atomic age is upon us and is about to blossom forth, 
do you figure you are t taking any chance with that kind of investment 
in hydro and steam plants ? 

r. Gerves. We are planning to build hydro plants and we are 
lanning to build steam plants. We do not feel we are taking any risk 
in building them because of the development of atomic energy. Asa 
matter of “fact, we are participating with four other companies in a 
study of the development of atomic energy. We have recently made 
an offer to the Atomic Energy Commission which would involve the 
construction of a sizable plant. We do not regard the development 
of atomic energy as a threat to our existing dev elopment or the plants 
that we intend to build. 
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Mr. Dawson. That would include both hydro and steam ? 

Mr. Gerpes. That includes both hydro and steam. On anything 
that we know today, atomic energy, at least in our area, is not com- 
ee with the conventional plants. I am speaking as of this day. 

t may be that within a few years—and I would not predict how 
many—it may become competitive. 

Mr. Dawson. As of this day you do figure you are safe in projecting 
your future plans far enough ahead that you are willing to go ahead 
now and construct steam and hydro plants ¢ 

Mr. Gerpgs. In the first place we have to go ahead with our plans 
in order to meet prospective loads; and in the next place we think we 
are safe, Atomic energy, so far as electric power is concerned, is only 
another source of fuel to generate steam. If and when it becomes 
competitive—that is, when atomic energy can produce electric energy 
at a cost equal to or less than the conventional plants—it will just be 
another source of fuel. As a matter of fact, every year that we build 
a plant, that plant is more efficient than the one we built previously 
due to progress of the art. 

Mr. Dawson. But it would not render your hydroplants obsolete ? 

Mr. Gerves. It would not; no. The older plants are relegated to 
a point where you use them less. You use your most efficient plants 
at the base of the load curve. In other words, the most efficient plant 
is run 24 hours a day, or as much time as you can run it, and the less 
efficient, older plants are run to meet the load peaks. 

Mr. AsprnaLu, Will the gentleman yield for a moment ? 

Mr. Dawson. Surely. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I do not wish to have the wrong impression left for 
the committee. 

Did I understand you to state that the P. G. & E. was using its own 
money or offered to use its own money without any benefits whatsoever 
to P. G. & E. to enter into a contract for building an atomic nuclear 
reactor for the production of power ? 

Mr. Gerpves. Yes, that is true. I did not think I said that, but we 
have offered to do that. 

The Commonwealth Edison of Chicago, the Union Electric Co. of 
St. Louis, the American Gas & Electric Co., Bechtel Cco.—who are 
contractors: the others are utility companies—and the P. G. & E. have 
made an offer to the Atomic Energy Commission under which a 
180,000-kilowatt plant would be built in the Chicago area. The Com- 
monwealth Edison Co. under this plan is advancing the amount that 
they calculated would be necessary to build an equivalent conventional 
plant of the same size. Using round figures, that is about $30 million. 
The rest of us in the group are contributing $15 million to accelerate 
the development of nuclear power. 

Mr. AsprnaLL, You are asking what? 

Mr. Gerpes. We are asking nothing for it but the experience to be 
gained in the development of atomic energy as far as it relates to power 
generation. We want to know whether it can be made competitive 
with existing fuels and, if so, we want to be familiar with its use. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Dreyer? 

Mr. Drerer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dawson. I was very much interested in your statement on the 
cost of the enlarged tunnel. I believe, if I remember your figures, you 
said that you estimated that the increased cost would be some $9 mil- 
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lion as compared with the Government estimate of somewhere between 
$20 million and $24 million. 

Mr. Dreyer. That is correct. 

Mr. Dawson. You base your estimate on the fact that the Utah 
Construction Co. had made a bid or an estimate on it which was very 
similar to your own, to do it for that figure; is that right? 

Mr. Dreyer. We based the $9 million on our own studies, and then 
when the matter was brought up here the other day and there seemed 
to be quite a difference of opinion, we got a check on it from the Utah 
Construction Co. 

Mr. Dawson. I merely bring this up, Mr. Chairman, because the 
Utah Construction Co. i just completed a tunnel for the Weber 
Basin project in Utah. I have not the exact figures, but I do know 
that the cost of constructing that tunnel was considerably under the 
amount estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation. Perhaps the same 
general reduction of the amount referred to here was involved. They 
are very competent tunnel builders. I believe they can be relied upon. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montana, 
Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Metcatr. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nevada, 
Mr. Young. 

Mr. Youna. Mr. Gerdes, you testified you are serving some 46 out 
of 58 counties in California now; is that right? 

Mr. Grerves. That is correct. 

Mr. Youne. Has there been any power shortage develop in those 
counties, or any inability of your company to furnish power needed ? 

Mr. Gerves. No, with this exception: Following the war for a brief 
period there was a power shortage in California in early 1948. That 
arose due to these facts: During the war the Government, as you 
know, restricted the powerplants that could be built. We made ap- 
plications to construct a number of plants which were turned down. 
When the war ended in 1945, we immediately restored the orders for 
the plants ordered during the war and started construction. But a 
steam plant or a hydro plant generally takes 3 or 4 years to construct. 
The plants started right after the end of the war were nearing com- 
pletion, but had not yet been completed by the early part of 1948, 
when an unprecedented drought occurred during January, February, 
and early March. It resulted in a shortage of power for about 60 days. 
Since that time there has been no shortage whatever. 

As a matter of fact, California is faced with a very short water sup- 
ply this year. I will stick my neck out to predict that, even with that 
short water condition there is no possibility of a power shortage in our 
area this year. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you. I would like to get some more informa- 
tion, if I could, with regard to the physical facilities in the two plans, 
the Federal plan versus the partnership plan. 

As I understand the partnership plan, you would construct the same 
facilities at Trinity, slightly larger at Lewiston, larger at Tower 
House, and larger at Matheson ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. That is correct. 
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Mr. Youne. And would generate some 135,000 more kilowatts each 
year, but there would be a lessening of production at Shasta by ap- 
proximately 65,000 kilowatts; is that about correct ¢ 

Mr. Grrpes. ‘Approximately 60,000 is our testimony. 

Mr. Youne. 60,000. If the Federal Government builds the entire 
project would it be necessary for them to construct additional trans- 
mission lines ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. Their plans show that they would build a double cir- 
cuit 230 kilovolt transmission line from Trinity on down to the Tracy 
area at a cost estimate of some $19 million for transmission lines and 
$11 million plus for switchyard and substations. 

Mr. Youne. By your constructing you can save the Federal Gov- 
ernment from inv esting some $50 million ? 

Mr. Gerves. Those facilities are included in that $50 million. 

Mr. Youne. You have those facilities already at hand, if you go 
ahead and construct the power facilities ? 

Mr. Gerves. We also would have to build some facilities. 

Mr. Youne. You will have to build those, too ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, at less cost per kilowatt because of being able to 
integrate it with our system in that area. The map that we have on 
the board shows a number of transmission lines of the company that 
come down from the Pit River country near Shasta Dam and on down 
the valley tothe Delta area, near San Francisco Bay. 

Mr. Youne. How many employees do you estimate it would take to 
operate the facilities which the P. G. & E. would be responsible for 
if the partnership plan is approved / 

Mr. Gerves. I am going to ask Mr. Bonner if he could give me that. 
Do you have th: i immedi ately available ? 

Mr. Bonner. No, I do not. 

Mr. Gerpes. We will supply it by a statement later. 

(The information is as follows:) 

It is estimated that operation and maintenance of the Trinity power genera- 
tion and transmission facilities proposed by Pacific Gas & Electric Co. would re- 
quire approximately 35 employees, including foremen, plant operators, main- 
tenance men, and transmission line maintenance crews. 

Mr. Youne. Will it take approximately the same time for the 
P. G. & E. to construct the necessary facilities as compared to the Fed- 
eral Government, assuming the Government is not restricted by fail- 
ure of appropriations, which sometimes occurs ? 

Mr. Gerves. It should run along about the same. 

Mr. Youne. How long will the contract, if the partnership plan is 
approved, be in effect under which the P. G. & E. purchases the falling 
water ? 

Mr. Gerves. We are proposing to obtain a license under the Federal 
Power Act: that the bill now before you be amended to provide for 
that. Asa matter of fact, another bill, H. R. 4662, is before the Public 
Works Committee. It relates to a dam in Oregon. It has similar 
provisions. 

Licenses under the Federal Power Act are limited to 50 years, so 
we are contemplating a 50-year license. 

Mr. Youne. What happens at the end of that time? Do you come 
up for renewal ? 
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Mr. Gerpes. The Federal Power Act provides that at the end of 
the license period the Federal Government can take over the project 
upon payment of the then remaining investment. Now, if the Gov- 
ernment does not take it over 

Mr. AsprInaLu. Justa minute. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnautu. Do you mean to state it that way, or do you mean 
the depreciated value / 

Mr. Gerpes. That is what I meant by referring to the then remain- 
ing investment. The language of the act is the “net investment,” 
which means the actual legitimate original cost less depreciation. 

Mr. Youne. With respect to the physical features, do you feel that 
the P. G. & E. can construct them any more efficiently or any more 
quickly than the Government, taking into consideration some differ- 
ence in specifications ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. Well, I would not want to say. We think private 
enterprise is efficient, and we believe we do a very good job. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has done good jobs, too. 

Mr. Youna. If a contract is negotiated under which the P. G. & E. 
undertook to construct these, you would be bound to complete the 
plants according to contract ? 

Mr. Grrpes. Yes. We would be prepared to enter into a contract 
that would firmly obligate us to build the plants and make falling 
water payments as long as we own and operate the plants. 

Mr. Youne. There is one disadvantage you have as compared to 
the Bureau of Reclamation. If they miss it in their guess they can 
always come back and get an appropriation from Congress. 

Are there any preference customers who would be damaged by lost 
power from Shasta, or are you familiar with that ? 

Mr. Gerves. The studies that the Bureau has submitted before this 
committee contemplate the completion so far as the power is concerned 
of the Trinity project and the San Luis project. Our studies show 
that the Bureau will have as much—in fact, about 30,000 kilowatts 
more—commercial dependable power under our proposal than they 
would if the Trinity power facilities are built by the Bureau. 

Mr. Enerr. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Enete. As I understood Mr. Spencer’s testimony—and I asked 
him directly—not talking about the San Luis project, but talking 
about the Trinity, he said that the P. G. & E. statement was that the 
construction of the Trinity by the company would result in a reduction 
of the power from Shasta by 60,000 kilowatts, but that the Bureau 
engineers thought that it would be closer to 100,000. Then I asked 
him point blank—and it is in the record here : 

If your assumptions are right and the power at Shasta is reduced by 100,000 
kilowatts can you meet your present contracts? 

And he said unequivocally, “No.” 

Mr. Gerpes. I understood him to say, “No,” if the reduction is 
100,000 kilowatts. That is what I understood his testimony was. 
Be that as it may, he was speaking of the interim or temporary period 
between the time Trinity is completed and the time that San Luis is 
constructed, 

61387—55——10 
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As I understand it, this Trinity project has always been urged as a 
means of providing power for project pumping on the San Luis proj- 
ect. On that long-term basis the answer is as I say. ‘Temporarily, 
according to our studies, there would be 60,000 less kilowatts. 

Mr. Enos. I understand that the San Luis project is actually 
a drain on the Central Valley project so far as power and revenue 
are concerned. 

Mr. Gerpes. There is a drain; there is no question about it. 

Mr. Ener. How in the world can you add it on and be in better 
shape to meet these preference contracts ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Due to integration. The exchange of power that we 
propose will result in the San Luis project having all the power that 
it requires, and the Bureau will have more commercial power for sale 
than it states in its report on San Luis. 

Mr. Enate. I understand that. That is what you people claim. 
You say you will take the Trinity power and you will supply the power 
to the San Luis pumps. But the statement by Mr. Spencer is that that 
matter is a very nebulous one which has not been reduced to any sort 
of specific terms, whereas we are dealing specifically with the Trinity. 
I asked him about that. Isaid: 

Assuming power production from Shasta is reduced by 100,000 kilowatts, could 
you then meet your existing contracts? 

Mr. SPENCER. No. 

Mr. ENGLE. You could not? 

Mr. SPENCER. No. 

Mr. Gerpes. That is a correct reading of the transcript. I said 
that he did not say so with regard to the 60,000. It is the 60,000 that 
we feel is the proper amount. 

In any event, it depends on what the Bureau sells. If it has over- 
sold the project, why, then there may be a shortage. 

Mr. Enetxr. They have not oversold the project. They have that 
power now and they have the customers. This program, as I under- 
stand it, would take 100,000 kilowatts away from Shasta and would 
therefore reduce their power and make it necessary either for them to 
cutback on preference customers. 

Mr. Gerpes. As a matter of fact I assume it is quite possible that 
San Luis might be completed at about the same time as Trinity. In 
that case, there would be no reduction. 

Mr. Enate. It would be necessary in that case to make a contract, 
as I understand it, with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

Mr. Gerves. Which we are prepared to sit down starting tonight or 
any other time, and work out with the Bureau of Reclamation. | 

Mr. Enatr. That is not what is before us. 

I do not want to take all of this time either, since the gentleman has 
the time. 

Mr. Younge. It is very enlightening to me. 

Mr. Ener. I just want the record to be clear that the Bureau wit- 
nesses said in their opinion the power would be reduced by 100,000 at 
Shasta, which is cheap power produced at a project constructed in 
1939 at half the construction cost of the Trinity, which would be 
swapped for what amounts to comparatively high-cost power coming 
out of the Trinity, and that under those circumstances they could not 
meet their commitments. 
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Mr. Youne. I would like to ask the gentleman a question. Is a part 
of the plan of the gentleman from California to add the San Luis 
project to H. R. 4663? 

Mr. Enetr. The gentleman was not here the other day when I 
pointed out the reasons for not taking up the San Luis project at this 
time. 

San Luis was proposed as a Federal project, but the State en- 
gineer stepped in and said he wanted it as a part of a State project, 
the Feather River project. As a consequence, we pulled out of that 
for the time being, at least, to see if they could not get straightened 
cut themselves. At the present time we do not know what the situation 

is going to be on the San Luis project. 

' The Trinity project stands very well by itself. The benefit that the 
Trinity gave to the San Luis was the fact that this additional block 
of power was coming in. I wanted to use that power, about 65 per- 
cent of the total in amount, to run the San Luis pumps to get the wa- 
ter on the land, which I conceive to be the finest use to be made of that 
power, at the same time causing no embarrassment to this private util- 
ity, which operates in my area very extensively, and which does not 
like to have a batch of public power sold at 4.6 mills bouncing around 
out there when its wholesale rate is 7.2 mills. I understand. 

That is why I went to the P. G. & E. and said to them, “Let us go 
hook these two up. They can siphon off this power for pumping. Give 
the Trinity a guaranty of 25 percent of it, and 90 percent of that power 
is blocked off so that it does not embarrass your operations at all.” 

But I was not able to get my point over to my friends of the P. G. 
&, E. They insisted on coming in with this partnership program to 
take over Trinity power. 

In the meantime, the San Luis project got into a controversy out 
home and because of the precedents of this committee, which are that 
the committee would not undertake to authorize a Federal project 
where the State itself wanted to build it, I knew that there was not 
any use in bringing the San Luis project up until that was straight- 
ened out, so it is on the shelf. 

Mr. Mixxer. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. 

Mr. Miuter. I was interested, of course, in this rate of 4.6 mills on 
power. I am wondering, if you can get it that cheap, whether you have 
any money to aid irrigation or not. 

Mr. Enetr. Yes, you do, Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Mirier. Considering that they would be paying taxes, local 
and State and Federal, as these people do? Can the Federal Govern- 
ment sell it at 4.6 mills and pay all the taxes ordinarily paid by these 
people? 

Mr. Enote. No, sir; they could not. 

Mr. Miter. That is what I thought. 

Mr. Ener. Not only that, but they do not do it on any other recla- 
mation project. If it were the policy of Congress to attach to these 
reclamation projects payments in lieu of taxes the rates would have 
to be somewhat higher. The present rate out in California runs from 
4.3 to 4.6 mills. The P. G. & E. average wholesale rate, as I understand 
it, is around 7.2 mills. There is where the shoe binds around here. 

That is why I was saying to my friends in the P. G. & E. some 
months ago that when you took 90 percent of this public power out— 
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it exasperates them to have that bouncing around being sold on a pref- 
erence basis to municipalities and other public agencies—tied that in 
tothe Trinity pumps and granted a superpreference to Trinity County, 
that they ought to be happy to go on with this other work they are 
doing. 

They are building dams all over California, up on the Feather River 
in California, and they are building projects just like beavers build- 
ing dams. I am delighted to have it, too. And I say anytime you have 
a commercial company up there that wants to construct, they should go 
ahead with it. 

i did not want to have the thing boil down into a private-public 
power hassel that would delay the entire development up there and 
defeat this beneficial and necessary piece of legislation for our State 
and, notwithstanding all of the declarations to the contrary, the effect 
of this can be no other than we get tangled up in an eloquent and, in 
my opinion, unnecessary argument between public and private power 
on this project, which I would very much like to avoid, for the purpose 
of going ahead and getting something built. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair asks unanimous consent of the committee 
that there be no interplay between members of the committee until we 
go into executive session, so that we can get through with the ques- 
tions this afternoon. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it going to be the policy from now on to have the 
gentleman who has the floor keep the floor ? 

Mr. Asprnauyu. That is the idea. I do not want us to get into an 
argument at this point. The Chair just suggested it so that we could 
get down to the gentleman from California (Mr. Hosmer), who is on 
the other side of the question, before the time runs out. 

Mr. Youne. Directing your attention to the 60,000 kilowatts at 
Shasta, is it your understanding there are some preferential customers 
who will suffer as a result of the diminution of the power project? 

Mr. Gerprs. If the San Luis project comes in at about the same time 
as Trinity, there will be no diminution. If Trinity comes in first, there 
will be temporary diminution of 60,000 kilowatts. It comes down to a 
case where to prevent that you would simply be appropriating money 
to build a Federal powerplant in order to serve commercial customers, 
and that certainly has never been the theory of the reclamation law. 
The theory of the reclamation law is that power should be incidental, 
to serve the irrigation features of a project. If you argue, “Well, in 
order to serve customers, we have to build powerplants,” you are open- 
ing up a door that is very big. 

Mr. Youne. Will you explain that a little more clearly for me? 
What would happen if the San Luis project is not constructed ? 

Mr. Gerves. If the San Luis project is constructed, I said there 
would be no decrease. If it is not constructed, then there would be 
60,000 kilowatts less firm power available to the Bureau. 

I would like Mr. Bonner to explain the capacities. 

Mr. Bonner. I might explain, Mr. Young, that that 60,000 decrease 
is not an actual physical decrease but is a relative decrease which was 
computed so that an economic comparison could be made between the 
two plans. 

The existing Central Valley project, according to the Bureau’s re- 
ports, will have an ultimate dependable capacity of about 370,000 kilo- 
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watts. That is all they say they will have available from the existing 
Central Valley project to serve power to the long-term customers. 

Under the partnership plan, the dependable capacity of the exist- 
ing Central Valley plants would be 340,000 kilowatts, which is a de- 
crease of only 30,000. That is why I say the 60,000 decrease is 
for an economic comparison, but the actual physical decrease would be 
30,000. That is about an 8 percent decrease. 

With the addition of the San Luis unit, the Bureau reports show that 
that the project dependable capacity will be reduced to 310,000 kilo- 
watts. Under the partnership development then, the project would 
have 10 percent more power for their preference customers. 

Mr. Youna. If San Luis is constructed ? 

Mr. Bonner. Right. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does that mean that San Luis would have to be con- 
structed by the Federal Government, or the States government, or does 
it make any difference? 

Mr. Bonner. That would be under Federal construction or a Fed- 
eral-State combined development of the project, where San Luis would 
be integrated into the Central Valley development 

Mr. Youne. So if the Federal Government constructs the San Luis 
project, the upshot of this integration of power would be that the Bu- 
reau would end up with 10 percent more power under the partnership 
plan? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, sir; according to our studies. 

Mr. Youna. Are you planning under the partnership program pay- 
ing $3.5 million a year for the falling water. I understood you that 
the Bureau witnesses had said it was worth $3.9 million; is that cor- 
rect ? 

Mr. Gerves. The Bureau witness did not say it was worth $3,951,000. 
They said that according to the method of allocation they had worked 
out, the charge should be in that amount. 

Mr. Youne. Do you know how they work that charge out ? 

Mr. Gerpes. We do know how they worked that charge out. Cer- 
tain inconsistencies in their method are pointed out in our memoran- 
dum attached to a letter dated April 7, addressed to Mr. Durkee by 
Mr. N. R. Sutherland, of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. I believe 
Chairman Engle referred to that memorandum this morning, and I 
would ask that both the letter and memorandum be introduced into 
this record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asptnauu. As I understand it, the letter you have in mind is a 
letter of transmittal together with the paper referred to by Congress- 
man Engle this morning? 

Mr. Gerpes. That is correct. 

Mr. Enate. Is there any objection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The letter and memorandum above referred to are as follows:) 





Pactiric GAs & ELeEctrIc Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., April 7, 1955. 
Mr. FRANK B. DURKEE, 
Director, Department of Public Works, 
State of California, Public Works Building, 
Sacramento, Calif. 
DeaR Mr. DuRKEE: Pacific Gas & Electric Co. submits herewith its com- 
ments on the recent reports of the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of 
Reclamation on the proposed Trinity River project. 
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It is our understanding that the following have been officially submitted to 
you for review and comment : 

1. Supplementary report, Trinity River division, Central Valley project, Cali- 
fornia, dated July 1954, of the regional director, region 2, United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, submitted to the Commissioner of Reclamation on July 1, 1954. 

2. Addendum to supplementary report, dated July 1954, Trinity River divi- 
sion, Central Valley project, California, dated January 1955, of the regional 
director, region 2, United States Bureau of Reclamation, submitted to the Com- 
missioner of Reclamation on January 6, 1955. 

3. Letter from Norman R. Sutherland, vice president and general manager, 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., to Mr. C. H. Spencer, regional director, region 2, United 
States Bureau of Reclamation, dated January 138, 1955, presenting the proposal 
of the company for partnership construction of the Trinity River project. 

4. Proposed report on the Trinity River division, Central Valley project, Cali- 
fornia, dated January 1955, of the Commissioner of Reclamation, submitted to 
the Secretary of the Interior on January 19, 1955. This report was approved by 
the Secretary on February 17, 1955, for transmittal to the State and other in- 
terested agencies for review and comment. 

Our comment has been confined to those matters which affect directly our 
partnership proposal of January 13, 1955. 

It is our belief that, because of its many advantages, our partnership proposal 
merits your full consideration. 

A copy of this letter and attached comments are being forwarded to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, the Commissioner, the regional director and the State 
engineer. 

Very truly yours, 


N. R. SUTHERLAND, 
Vice President and General Manager. 
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COMMENT OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY ON REPORT OF COMMISSIONER OF 
RECLAMATION OF JANUARY 19, 1955 WITH REFERENCE TO PARTNERSHIP DEVELOPMENT 





In his proposed report on the Trinity River project dated January 19, 1955, 
the Commissioner of Reclamation has included his views and recommendations 
on the Federal sale of falling water to, and the construction and operation of 
the power plants and appurtenant power facilities of the development by, a non- 
Federal agency under the partnership plan. 

The Commissioner’s views on partnership construction are based in part on the 
regional director’s Supplementary Report, Trinity River Division, Central Valley 
Project, California, dated July 1, 1954, which modifies a 1952 project report. 
Primarily, however, the Commissioner’s comments are based on the regional 
director’s addendum to supplementary report which deals entirely with partner- 
ship construction. The addendum report was submitted to the Commissioner 
by the regional director on January 6, 1955. 

On January 138, 1955, subsequent to the time the regional director submitted 
his addendum report, but prior to the completion and submittal of the Commis- 
sioner’s proposed report, Pacific Gas & Electric Co. made a formal offer to the 
Bureau of Reclamation to construct the Trinity powerplants and related trans- 
mission facilities at its own expense under the licensing provisions of the Federal 
Power Act. It offered the Federal Government an assured annual payment of 
$3,500,000 for the use of falling water through the plants. In making its offer, 
the company pointed out that construction and operation of the Trinity power 
facilities by it, rather than by the Federal Government, would offer the following 
advantages: 

1. Save the Federal Government a capital outlay of $50 million. 

2. Produce $36 million more net revenue to the Government over the project 
repayment period. 

3. Increase tax revenues to the Federal Treasury by $70 million over the re- 
payment period. 

4. Provide $65 million in tax revenues for State and local governments over 
the same period. 

5. Augment the net dependable capacity of the area by 65,000 kilowatts and the 
installed power capacity by about 130,000 kilowatts more than under the Federal 
plan. 
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6. Make available about 5 percent more Trinity water to Central Valley water 
users. 

Although the company proposal was available to the Commissioner at the time 
his report was being prepared, no analysis nor even mention is made of the offer 
in the report submitted by the Commissioner to Secretary of the Interior. 

It is not possible to make a direct comparative analysis of the Bureau findings 
on partnership development and the company partnership offer. 

The Bureau findings are based on assumptions which are materially different 
from important fundamental considerations used in the financial justification of 
the all-Federal project proposed in the July 1954 project report. 

On August 23, 1954, the Commissioner issued a directive to the regional director 
ordering a falling water study and outlining specific procedures to be followed. 
This directive was not followed by the regional director nor by the Commissioner 
himself in his own report on partnership development. This, together with other 
inconsistencies, has resulted in erroneous conclusions by the Bureau. 

On the other hand, the partnership plan proposed by the company was based 
on the principles laid down in the Commissioner’s directive and on the Bureau’s 
July 1954 report. 

A comparative analysis of the all-Federal plan and the partnership plan can- 
not be made until the Commissioner’s report, and the addendum report, are re- 
vised to eliminate the inconsistencies listed below. It should be noted that some 
of the changes would financially favor the partnership plan and some would 
not. It is necessary that all such revisions be made in order to attain a true and 
complete comparison of the two plans. 

1. Allocation to power.—$18,545,000 more has been allocated to power under 
partnership development than under the all-Federal plan. 

In its July 1954 report, the Bureau allocated $156,538,000 of the all-Federal 
project costs to power, but, in the Commissioner’s and addendum reports, 
$175,083,000 is arbitrarily allocated to power under partnership development, thus 
burdening the partnership plan with $18,545,000 more in cost than the Federal 
plan. The company proposal is based on the figure in Bureau's project report, 
while the Commissioner’s basis of analysis of partnership development does not 
coincide with his own agency report. 

2. Commissioner's directive not followed.—Nearly $5 million has been deducted 
from Federal costs under partnership development (and thus added to Federal 
cost reductions) in direct conflict with the Commissioner’s own directive of Au- 
gust 23, 1954. 

In his directive ordering a study of partnership development, the Commissioner 
specifically directed that “essential penstocks and appurtenant features of the 
dams would be installed by the Government.” Yet his report was based on the 
assignment of $4,968,000 in penstock costs to the non-Federal agency. Even this 
assignment is inconsistent for the addendum report shows that the costs of 
only 3 of the 4 penstocks involved have been so assigned. The company proposal 
complies with the Commissioner’s directive, while his own report does not. 

3. Cost estimates incomplete—A further understatement of more than $9 mil- 
lion in Federal costs under partnership development (and thus an overestimate 
of net reductions in Federal costs) results from the omission of an evaluation 
of tunnel and penstock sizes contemplated under the partnership plan. 

Although a statement in the report refers to the effect of changes in the physical 
plan under partnership development, it is incomplete and therefore not com- 
parable to the company proposal because it fails to reflect the cost of larger 
tunnels and penstocks which would be required under partnership construction. 
The company proposal includes estimates of incremental costs of partnership 
conduits—based on the Bureau’s unit costs—in the amount of $9,329,000, while 
the report does not include such cost. 

4. Federal costs under partnership.—Federal costs of the Trinity project under 
partnership development should be $168,488,000 rather than the $154,191,000 
shown in the report. Net Federal savings under partnership should be corre- 
spondingly reduced from $64,876,000 to $50,579,000. 

In order to conform to the Commissioner’s directive and in order to reflect the 
partnership offer, an additional $4,968,000 in penstock costs discussed in point 
2 above, and $9,329,000 in incremental conduit costs discussed under point 3, 
should be assigned to Federal costs in the Commissioner’s analysis. Computa- 
tions supporting the company proposal submitted to the Bureau essentially do 
this and therefore result in a more realistic comparison of the two plans. 
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5. Basis of feasibility changed.—The all-Federal project power facilities were 
sought to be justified economically in the July 1954 report on a “basin account” 
method of repayment over 50 years, while the partnership power facilities are 
analyzed on an entirely different basis; that is, as isolated power facilities, with 
costs and revenues compared on an annual basis rather than over the repay- 
ment period. 

In justifying its Trinity power facilities, the Bureau (a) pooled financially 
the Trinity project with the Central Valley project by employing the basin- 
account method of repayment, (b) deferred repayment of irrigation capital costs 
to be repaid by power hy use of the so-called Collbran formula, and (c) extended 
repayment of the existing Central Valley project by a period of 8 years. On 
this basis, the report claimed that the reimbursable costs of the combined projects 
could be repaid. An entirely different basis—isolation of the Trinity power 
facilities from the Central Valley project and computation of their costs and 
revenues on an annual basis—has been employed by the Bureau to determine 
feasibility of the partnership plan and the proposed charge to be paid for 
falling water. The company proposal was based on a detailed repayment study 
identical in method and on exactly the same economic basis as that presented 
by the Bureau for the all-Federal project in its 1954 report. Although the 
Commissioner’s report includes a table showing the “adjusted average” annual 
eost and revenues of the all-Federal project (discussed under point 7 below), 
in doing so the Bureau has used one method of showing feasibility for its own 
project and another method to analyze the partnership plan as further discussed 
in point 7 following. 

6. All-Federal project and partnership plan compared on basin account meth- 
od.—A comparison on the basin-account basis shows that the partnership plan 
would return $106 million more to the Government than the all-Federal project 
over the project repayment period. 

Revision of the Commissioner’s report to analyze the partnership proposal on 
the same economic basis as the all-Federal project was analyzed in the July 
1954 report would slfow that the partnership development would return $36 mil- 
lion more net revenue than the Federal plan, and the Government would also 
receive $70 million in Federal taxes. Such a revision would show a comparison 
of the power costs and revenues for the combined Central Valley and Trinity 
projects over the repayment period ending in year 2013 as follows: 


{Million dollars] 


All-Federal | Partnership Difference 
plan 


Costs: 
Repayment of power investment. 
Interest on power investment. . 
Operating costs. és ict ies 286 | 
Irrigation costs repaid by power 


Subtotal, costs_- J 734 | 





Revenues: 
Power sales. __- ' es : . 905 
Falling water payments- 





Subtotal revenues --.---- <a isdenuin hadi 905 | 


| 


Revenue over costs. . - ; . «se 171 | 
Vodoral teres... -... «2 5-26%--. 





Difference in favor of partnership plan- 


In addition, another $65 million in taxes would be received by State and local 
governments under the partnership plan. 

7. Annual costs and revenues—all-Federal project.—The adjusted average 
annual costs and revenues of the Federal Trinity power facilities in the Com- 
missioner’s report shows a $1,500,000 annual deficit (designated by the Com- 
missioner as a contribution from the Central Valley project). When revised to 
conform with the Bureau’s 1954 report and with the Bureau’s method of analysis 
of partnership development, the deficit would increase to $314 million. 

The Commissioner’s report sets forth a table showing the costs and revenues 
estimated under Federal construction of the Trinity power facilities and com- 
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pares it with the Bureau’s proposed falling water charges under partnership de- 
velopment. Here again the basis has been changed. The Federal costs and 
revenues have been “adjusted to reflect annual averages over the 50-year pay- 
ment period.” The Federal power costs and revenues are presented in the Com- 
missioner’s report as follows: 
Costs : : 
Amortization of joint-feature costs.._._................-___- $2, 990, 000 
Amortization of single-purpose costs 750, 000 
Operation, maintenance, and replacement 790, 000 


Total costs 530, 000 


Revenues : 
030, 000 
Contribution required from other features of Central Valley 
project 


Tote): PAvewuer 6 es ecu pi cceteb cuidate Seana oF 6, 530, 000 


This calculation should be revised to conform to the data included in the 1954 
project report and to the conventional method of computing annual costs. If so 
revised and using 3 percent interest as specified under reclamation law, the 
above table would read as follows: 


Annual costs and revenues, Trinity power facilities 
Costs : 
Amortization and interest ($156,538,000; 50 years; 
3 percent) $6, 080, 000 
Operation, maintenance, and replacement’ 1, 731, 000 


Total costs $7, 811, 000 
I otek hoses hectic Sea ok 4, 530, 000 


Total revenues 4, 530, 000 
Annual deficit 3, 281, 000 


1 From tables 5 and 10, 1954 project report. 


8, All-Federal project and partnership plan compared on annual basis.— 
Comparison on an annual basis shows that the partnership plan would return 
nearly $24 million more per year than all-Federal project. 

Revision of costs and revenues of the Federal project power facilities on an 
annual basis in accordance with the preceding discussion and computation of 
annual costs and revenues under the partnership plan results in the comparison 
shown in the tabulation below. On this basis, the partnership development 
would yield the Government $1.3 million more net revenue annually than the 
Federal proposal, without considering Federal taxes. An additional $1.4 million 
in taxes would be paid annually to the Federal Government. 


Costs and revenues, Trinity power facilities 
[Millions of dollars] 





All-Federal | Partnership 


project plan Difference 





Annual costs: 
Amortization and interest -- . 
Operation, maintenance, and replacement 





i i = 








Annual revenues: 
Power sales 
Falling water payments---- 
Federal tax revenues 





Total revenues... 





Difference in favor of partnership plan 


1 Reduced Central Valley project sales revenue. 
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With the addition of State and local taxes of $1,300,000 annually, the difference 
in favor of the partnership plan would be $4 million per year. 

Another point covered in the text of the Commissioner’s report also requires 
comment. The reports indicate that a charge for interest during construction 
of about $200,000 per year should be added to the annual charge for falling 
water. No such charge is included under the Bureau’s all-Federal development. 
Under basin account financing the Central Valley project revenues would be 
applied against its own obligations and those of the Trinity project during con- 
struction. Subsequent revenues received, whether they are from power sales or 
falling water payments, would discharge interest obligations of the combined 
projects over the repayment period. 

The foregoing points should be given consideration in any analysis of the com- 
pany’s partnership proposal. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be possible for you, briefly, to summarize 
the method used by the Bureau ? 

Mr. Gerves. This matter gets into very considerable detail. I will 
ask Mr, Bonner to summarize it as briefly as he can. 

Mr. Bonner. The Bureau’s method is set out in the addendum to 
the supplemental report dated July 1954, which was submitted by Mr. 
Spencer, regional director of region 2, to the Commissioner on January 
6 of this year. 

I might add parenthetically that this addendum report was submit- 
ted before our offer was formally sent to the Bureau. Our offer was 
sent on January 13. So the regional director could not possibly have 
reflected our offer exactly. 

The method of determining the $3,951,000 charge is set out in the 
January 6 report. 

What the Bureau did was to take the total cost of the Trinity proj- 
ect of $219 million-and deduct what they estimated to be the cost of 
power generation and transmission facilities, which would be con- 
sauttek by a non-Federal agency under partnership. They deducted 
approximately $64 million for those facilities from the total cost of 
$219 million, leaving a Federal cost of $154 million. 

Next, they allocated that cost of $154 million among power, irriga- 
tion, and fish and wildlife purposes. The power allocation that they 
derived was $110 million. Incidentally, we do not agree with that 
allocation. Of that $110 million, approximately $5 million was 
charged to Keswick powerplant because it would generate additional 
energy from Trinity water. This left $105 million in joint costs 
chargeable to the Trinity power facilities. Then they simply amor- 
tized that $105 million over 50 years at 2.5 percent interest, added an 
appropriate share of joint operations and maintenance costs and came 
up with their figure of $3,951,000. 

Mr. Youna. They started and worked backward, whereas you 
started at the other end and worked forward; is that right? You 
have to start at the other end and work forward to see what you need 
to stay in business ; whereas they work back ? 

Mr. Bonner. That is correct. We started from the other end, to 
find out what we could pay. However, we do not agree with the 
$3,951,000 figure as derived, because it is derived on a different basis 
than for their own power facilities in several respects. 

In this letter and memorandum, which Mr. Gerdes has inserted in 
the record, we discuss those points of difference. 

Mr. Gerves. If I may add, the Commissioner’s report of January 
19, 1955, shows that the power facilities of the all-Federal project, will 
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lose about $1.5 million a year. Under our proposal, there would be 
no such loss. 

I think this matter of differences between the Bureau and ourselves 
has been blown up possibly out of proportion here. As a matter of 
fact, I do not think those differences are nearly as great as they might 
be made to appear. They arose in this way: The Bureau’s report was 
submitted on January 6 of 1955. Our offer was transmitted on Jan- 
uary 18. So the Bureau’s regional office at the time it made its report 
of J anuury 6 did not have our offer before it. On the other hand, 
when we made our proposal, we did not have any knowledge of the 
Bureau’s report. So the two reports were going on together and it 
was perfectly natural to have some differences, but they are not large. 
The differences are hardly over about 10 or 15 percent, and I am sure 
they can be easily reconciled. Mr. Spencer, when he testified con- 
cerning that $3,951,000 figure on page 19 of the transcript, stated: 

It develops a proposed basic charge for falling water which would be subject 
to adjustments through negotiations with the purchaser. 

So he obviously contemplates this figure is subject to discussion and 
adjustment. 

Mr. Youne. How long do you think it will take the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation to consider your proposal, study it in detail and, come up 
with recommendations as to whether or not it should be submitted ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Well, I could not predict that. 

Mr. Youne. When did your company start working on its proposal? 

Mr. Gerpves. We made a proposal before this committee in April 
of last year, but we could not put a dollar sign on the amount we 
would pay for falling water until we got certain water studies from 
the Bureau. We asked the Bureau for those water studies somewhere 
along in May of last year and their final studies were made available 
to us in the fall. But that length of time does not imply that they 
were not diligent in their work. It is a very complicated study that 
was required and I am sure they gave it to us as soon as they could 
get it. 

Mr. Youna. You say that 15 months could be consumed in negotia- 
tions without actually delaying the completion of the project; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes. I would say you could have negotiations of a 
year and a half without delaying it. As a matter of fact, the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation, Mr. Dexheimer, made that point toward the 
conclusion of the testimony here. As I recall his testimony, it was 
to the general effect that it will be some 2 or 3 years—reading from 
page 136 of the transcript— 


before we will have to have those things firmed up. 


He was referring to the size of the tunnels, and so forth. In the mean- 
time, negotiations could be conducted and concluded in that period. 

Mr. Youne. And that would be ample time for the Bureau to con- 
duct negotiations ? 

Mr. Gerpes. That was Mr. Dexheimer’s testimony, as I understand. 

Mr. Asprnatu. At this time the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Sisk. As I understand, the gentleman from Montana, 
Mr. Metcalf, has given way for the gentleman from California; is 
that right? 
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Mr. Mercatr. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. With reference to the comments that have been made 
here this afternoon and in order to clear the atmosphere, what per- 
centage of power in the State of California is generated and sold by 
the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Gerves. If you would not mind, I would like to limit my answer 
to the P. G. & EF. area. 

Mr. Sisk. I mean your own area; that is right. 

Mr. Gerves. Because if I extend that to the State as a whole, I 
would have to get into Hoover Dam, and I do not have those figures 
at hand. 

In the Pacific Gas & Electric territory, it is approximately 12 per- 
cent as I recall the figure. My associate reminds me it is 14 percent. 
It is in the neighborhood of 12 to 15 percent. 

Mr. Sisk. In view of the statement of philosophy made by the dis- 
tinguished member from Nebraska [Mr. Miller], I would just like to 
say: That we do not have some giant monopoly out there from the 
standpoint of the Government—on power, certainly—do we, in view 
of the fact that you fellows, by your own statement, produce and sell 
86 percent of all power in this 46-county area, I believe you stated. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Gerves. The figures speak for themselves. We supply approx- 
imately 85 percent or a little more of the market, and the Government 
less than 15 percent. 

Mr. Minter. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Miuier. Of course I do not want to imply that the Government 
has a monopoly, but in supplying even 15 percent of the power, they 
have a tremendous bureaucracy of field employees operating that, pay- 
ing no taxes local, State, or to the National Government. 

Mr. Sisk. I agree 100 percent with the gentleman from Nebrask: 
(Mr. Miller) and let me say I do not think that private competitive 
enterprise has a stronger friend in this room than I happen to be. But 
I did want to clarify that one point and state there is certainly no Gov- 
ernment domination of power. 

Another thing: With reference to the discussion about this buying of 
falling water which you say you now want to purchase, are you any- 
where on your system, Mr. Gerdes, buying falling water from the Gov- 
ernment from a dam, where they have built the dam and you install 
the powerplant and purchase water ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I mentioned the Oakdale, South San Joaquin and Ne- 
vada irrigation districts, and the Narrows Dam, a United States Army 
project, on the Yuba River. 

Mr. Sisk. Were those projects built by the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Gerpes. No. I did not understand your question was limited 
to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Stsx. The point I am trying to make is, that this is a new propo- 
sition in the State of California. 

Mr. Gerves. As far as the Bureau of Reclamation is concerned, 
that is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. That is the point I wanted to clarify. 

Mr. Gerpves. In your question to me, I do not believe you referred 
to the Bureau of Reclamation. If you did, I did not hear it. 
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Mr. Stsx. What I had in mind was to make clear that in a project 
of this nature built as a multiple-purpose project by the Bureau, they 
have not sold either to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. or any other 
private company falling water. That is true, is it not. They have 
not done that ? 

Mr. Gerves. The Bureau of Reclamation has not done that in Cali- 
fornia to date. 

Mr. Sisk. Now is it correct to say that you have based your price or 
proposed offer of $3.5 million for the falling water on the cost of pro- 
duction of power ina steam plant? Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, the power, then, on the basis of your offer, 
would be produced by you at this site at the same or an equivalent cost 
as at a steam plant / 

Mr. Gerves. That was the basis on which the figures were worked 
out. 

Mr. Sisk. You have in California now a number of steam-generat- 
ing plants; you also have a number of hydroelectric plants. Is that 
not correct ? 

Mr. Gerpes. That is correct. We have 12 steam electric generating 
plants and 57 hydroplants on our system. 

Mr. Sisk. With that in mind, let me ask you this question: Why are 
you here with the present proposal ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Well I would say for the reasons that we covered in 
our opening statement. We believe that it would be to the interest of 
the water users of the Central Valley project and the taxpayers of 
California. We believe we should cooperate wherever we can, as we 
have done, with all these local agencies, and we believe we should co- 
operate with the Federal Government in working out developments 
that will minimize the Federal expenditure of money and develop the 
most benefits for our State. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate that statement, Mr. Gerdes. I know your 
company; I have a very high regard for your company, but it cer- 
rales is not a charitable company ; that is, it is not out for charity in 
giving anything away. And in view of the figures that have been 
tossed around here, I might say I am not even a country lawyer; 
I am just a plain country boy, and I get completely lost on those 
figures. 

“Tt seems as though you propose to return some $171 million more 
money in taxes to the Government, and so forth, on this project than 
nese be returned if this project were built in its entirety by the Fed- 

ral Government. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Gerpes. That is correct. You say we are not a charitable insti- 
tution. Of course we are not. But we think it is to our self-interest 
to cooperate with public districts, State agencies, and the Federal Bu- 
reau of Reclamation to work out these water problems for the maxi- 
mum good of the water users and the people of our area. We think 
that is to our own self-interest. 

Mr. Mitier. Will the gentleman from California yield ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, but just for a question. 

Mr. Minter. Does the gentleman from California [Mr. Sisk] think 
the Bureau of Reclamation ought to be an eleemosynary institution 
and give something for nothing ? 
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Mr. Sisk. No, I donot. I will say to the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. Miller), in fact I think we will bring that out in a moment if 
I am permitted to continue without interruption, that we are not giv- 
ing anything away, but that a great deal of the wealth, would you not 
say, in fact practically all of the wealth in central California and in 
this area we are discussing, has been contributed by multiple-purpose 
development through irrigation and water ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Well it is hard to answer that. As a matter of fact, we 
provide almost as much water from our reservoirs for irrigation as is 
provided by the Federal Central Valley project. But there are many 
other irrigation districts, as you well know, through the San Joaquin 
Valley and the Sacramento Valley that contribute a lot of water. The 
Central Valley project also has of course contributed to the result. 

Mr. Sisk. I am certainly aware of such districts as Modesto Irriga- 
tion District, Turlock Irrigation District, and many of them quite old 
which are operated for the public welfare by the people, have certainly 
done a very excellent job. 

But getting back to these figures which, as I say, I am inclined to get 
lost in, do you propose to say your operation is so much more efficient 
that you could return this extra $171 million, that you can make that 
much more profit, as well as protect your stockholders, as I know you 
will, because certainly you expect to pay them a dividend, and do that 
much better job than the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Gerves. It is not so much the doing of a better job; it is the 
fact that with our large system we are able to build larger powerplants 
and get greater power values than the Bureau is able to get. And that 
is a very important item in our offer. 

You are familiar with the differences in the sizes of the plants that 
we propose. The larger plants provide greater power values for the 
area. We can do that because we can run these plants, as I think I 
mentioned this morning, for relatively short periods of time to meet 
peak power demands and provide values that are not obtainable unless 
the output is pitted into a very large regional system. 

Mr. aie: That brings us back, then, to the fact that the Federal 
Government has these facilities at Shasta and at Keswick, and that the 
Trinity project as such has long been considered a definite part of the 
Central Valley project. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Gerves. Well there is no question but that the Trinity has been 
thought of in California for a long period of time and that it has been 
mentioned as part of the Central Valley project. I think that is true. 
But we would not change that in any way. 

Mr. Sisk. All right. Then it is considered part of it not only so far 
as water is concerned, but so far as power is concerned. Is that not 
right? 

Mr. Gerves. I cannot accurately answer that, I have only heard 
Trinity mentioned seriously in connection with the Central Valley 
project for the last 5 years or perhaps 10 years, as I recall it. But 
maybe my memory is bad. ; 

Mr. Stsx. I would like to have some testimony recited here that goes 
back some 30 years as a study of this area. 

Mr. Gerves. I just do not have that in mind. 6 ali 

Mr. Sisk. The point I am making is this, that the power which will 
be produced at Trinity has been considered certainly by many to be a 
definite part of the Central Valley project and needed in its ultimate 
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completion. Is that not correct? You are a Californian, and you 
should have some idea of that. 

Mr. Grerpes. Yes. There has been a great deal of discussion of the 
fact that they needed Trinity power in order, for example, to operate 
the pumps at San Luis. I have read that in the press a number of 
times. But our studies show we can provide the power for the pump- 
ing plants at San Luis at a lower cost by working out an exchange ar- 
rangement, such as I have described, which would involve our taking 
power from Central Valley project plants into our system and then 
returning it to the Bureau as needed for project pumping. Our studies 
show the water pumping job can be done more inexpensively in that 
way. 

Mr. Sisk. You still get back to the fact that by this proposal, you 
would be damaging and reducing the amount of firm power that could 
be produced by the Federal Government at Shasta; is that correct? 
And I believe that was by 60,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. Gerpes. We are reducing it until such time as the San Luis 
comesin. AsI previously stated, there would be a reduction at Shasta 
of 60,000 kilowatts; that is correct. 

But we certainly are not damaging the Central Valley project by 
conferring a lot of benefits on it, and I would have to disagree with 
that portion of your statement. 

Mr. Sisk. I would have to disagree with your statement about bene- 
fits; they would have to be determined. I realize there are some 
benefits. 

Mr. Gerves. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. That may be true, but that still has to be proved, I believe, 
because of the very fact that you are reducing, and the Bureau has 
come in here and testified that you are reducing the amount up to 
100,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Gerpes. They said it might be ; they were not sure ; they had not 
made a definite study of it. 

Mr. Sisx. I understand that you are not absolutely sure of it being 
60,000 # 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, we feel we are sure; we have made a detailed study 
of it. We are going to submit figures to the Bureau and if they discover 
that we are in error, we will come in and correct them. 

Mr. Sisk. All right. Let me pursue this phase just a little further. 
It seems difficult for me to understand where you are going to have 
more power when you turn around and say that the Federal Govern- 
ment Bureau will lose power unless San Luis is built, but if San Luis 
is built that there will not be any loss of power; that actually there will 
be a gain of power. Am I correct? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes; there is a gain, a gain in the net available com- 
mercial power to the Bureau, after San Luis. Let me state again, that 
after San Luis is completed, our studies show that there will be more 
commercial power available to the Bureau under the partnership pro- 
posal than if they had an all-Federal project. That does not mean 
that there is going to be more power at that time than there is now. 

Mr. Sisx. Let me examine that just a little further. You do not 
mean to say that if the Government builds the power facilities at 
Trinity, that Pacific Gas & Electric Co. will refuse to cooperate in 
furnishing firm power as it has been doing in time past? 
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Mr. Gerpes. No; we cooperate with the Central Valley project, and 
have ever since it has had power available, and I think we will con- 
tinue to do so. 

Mr. Sisx. I agree with that, and I want to commend the company 
for doing so. 

So that if the Federal Government builds this powerplant at Trinity 
and you continue as you have, then how could the Government come 
out with less power? I just cannot quite get that clear. 

Mr. Gerves. Among other things the Government will have built 
plants a great deal smaller than we propose. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, you will enlarge the proposed project ? 

Mr. Gerpes. That is one of the places where the economy comes in; 
you get it through integration with a larger system. 

Mr. Sisk. All right. Is there any reason, then, why the Bureau 
could not increase the size of its operation on the same effective basis 
as you propose ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I cannot speak for the Bureau. I do not know; it 
depends upon the way they design their plants. Some of their projects 
are designed to serve an independent load, and whether they would 
want to design one to best integrate into an entire regional system, I 
do not know. 

Mr. Sisk. Governor Aandahl, in a letter to the chairman of this 
committee, made the statement—and this letter is dated April 12— 
regarding section 3 of the bill. This is found on page 5 of the letter, 
in the third paragraph of the page: 

Section 3 of the bill deals with a preferred right on the part of customers in 
Trinity County, to purchase a portion of the increased output of the Central 
Valley project, made possible by the Trinity River development powerplants. If 
the San Luis unit is authorized, the energy available for commercial sale from 
the Central Valley project power system, even including a Governinent-built 
Trinity power development, will be decreased below its output without Trinity 
and San Luis. This decrease will result from the use of energy for San Luis 
pumping loads. 

And certainly with reference to the comparison, as I say, I am still 
at a loss to understand how you propose that the Government will 
have more power by turning over the power, that Trinity power, to 
the Pacific Gas & Electric in addition to the amount required at the 
San Luis pumping, as well as the Tracy plant. 

Mr. Grrpes. Mr. Bonner, I think, can answer that. 

Mr. Bonner. In the San Luis portion of our proposal, you will 
note that we stress the exchange of offpeak energy. Now, to make 
maximum use of offpeak energy, off-canal storage would be required. 
Off-canal storage should be constructed to act as a forebay below the 
San Luis Reservoir. Water coming down the Delta-Mendota Canal 
during onpeak periods would go into this off-canal storage. Then, 
during offpeak periods, both the water available from the canal and 
from off-canal storage would be pumped into the reservoir with lower 
cost offpeak power. 

The same thing could be done on the Pleasant Valley lift of the 
San Luis unit. We would exchange power as needed for the San Luis 
pumps for surplus Central Valley project generated at other times 
when project irrigation water releases are necessarily high. Under 
this exchange and offpeak principle, Shasta would not have to release 
water solely for generation of pumping power at times when water 
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would not be required for irrigation. By holding back the water in 
Shasta Reservoir, the storage, and thus the power head, would be held 
up and more project dependable capacity would be made avs ailable. 

Mr. Sisk. Of course you are aware, and you are telling me how much 
power that you feel your own company will need for the San Luis 
project ? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. We are in the process of making a detailed study 
of the San Luis operation, and we are coordinating it with our Trinity 
study. The maximum offpeak requirement. for “San Luis pumping 
will be on the order of 300,000 kilowatts. We have not completed our 
detailed computations, so Tes unnot give you the exact energy figures. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, it is going to take all of the power pro- 
duced, practically all of the power ‘produced, at Trinity; is that right ? 

Mr. ‘Saws xx. No, that would be the maximum offpes ak requirement 
which could come from any place on the company’s system. We can 
meet such an offpeak requirement from the many sources on our 
integrated system. In that way, we can use idle capacity to supply 
low-cost. power. 

Mr. Sisk. That, of course, brings us right back to the original ques- 
tion that I started out with: In view of the fact that—and of course 
I realize the situation of actually maintaining the flow in the Delta- 
Mendota Canal through the Tracy pumping plant, in order to build 
the San Luis Canal Reservoir. And there is some question, I would 
say, as to how much is available, whether you are going to be able to 
meet 7 ae for the offpeak power. And, certainly, I am sure 
you are aware of the fact that there is going to be 1 equired a great deal 
of winebe pumping in order to fill the reservoir at the time of the heavy 
snow. 

Mr. Bonner. We are aware of that. I mentioned the off-canal stor- 
age, and the use of as much offpeak power as possible, because that 
is the cheapest power. 

Mr. Sisk. Certainly I can understand where you would use the 
offpeak power during the summer. 

Now, you gentlemen are aware of the proposed price of water to 
my farmers down in that area, are you not ? 

Mr. Bonner. In general. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, do you mean to say here that through this opera- 
tion, that you can lower the cost of this pumping and that you can put 
this water on the land of the farmers at a lower price than in the pro- 
posed Federal project ? 

Mr. Bonner. It could be said this way, that if the benefits from our 
Trinity plan of $36 million more net revenue are applied to the cost 
of water, then the cost of the water could be reduced. Moreover, with 
the benefits that would come from this offpeak exchange for San Luis, 
we believe that there will be additional monetary benefits to the Cen- 
tral Valley project which could also be applied to reduce the cost of 
irrigation water, if the Bureau chose to do so. 

Mr. Sisk. It is repre to firm up a very large block of peaking 
power here at the San Luis plant; is that right ? 

Mr. Bonner. We would supply most of the pumping demands off- 
peak, 

Mr. Sisk. In view of the fact that you have already stated that you 
have a going concern and that you are going to have to release some- 
613887—55 11 
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where this huge amount of power and that you are going to have some 
residue, I am curious as to the possible effect on the consumer of com- 
mercial firm power, consumers who might be disturbed in order to get 
that offpeak power. 

Mr. Gerpes. We will not be subsidizing this development, Mr. Sisk ; 
we will not be throwing a burden to other consumers, customers of 
the P. G. & E. What we propose doing here is what we did for the 
Contra-Costa Canal pumps of the Central Valley project; that is, we 
worked out an exchange of power with the Bureau. We are prepared 
to apply the same principle to the San Luis pumps. The greatest 
benefits can be realized by the water users of the Central Valley project 
through the integration we propose. 

Mr. Stsx. All right. In essence, what you are doing is purchasing 
the falling water; you are purchasing falling water from the Federal 
Government and according to your figures here, 60,000 kilowatts, and 
in case of the Bureau’s figures, 100,000 kilowatts of electricity, so that 
you are actually purchasing more of the falling water and electricity ? 

Mr. Gerves. We are purchasing—— 

Mr. Stsx. You are actually purchasing more than falling water; 
you are purchasing electricity ? 

Mr. Gerves. We are not purchasing the electricity. The Govern- 
ment will be able to secure more net revenues under this arrangement 
we propose. 

Mr. Sisk. In view of the fact that the Government will not have 
available power to take care of the customers, what do you propose to 
do to replace the power of the preferred customers on the part of the 
Government to fulfill their contract ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I am sure that you have confidence that the San Luis 
project is going to be built. Before the San Luis project is built, and 
coordinated with Trinity, there will be an interim loss of 60,000 kilo- 
watts after San Luis is built, under our proposal, according to the 
studies that have been made, there will be more commercial power— 
our engineers estimate there will be at least 30,000 hore--avaiable for 
sale by the Bureau than under the plan for Federal construction. 

Mr. Sisk. Could you people submit to this committee figures that 
are simple enough for a layman like myself to understand, showing 
how you are going to furnish 300,000 kilowatts at San Luis and still 
the Government come out with more power. Without going into a 
technical discussion, could you submit some figures actually showing 
that you have the additional power? If you could, I would appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr. Gerpes. We certainly will endeavor to prepare a brief short 
statement covering the point you have developed, Mr. Sisk. You un- 

derstand that we are dealing with a very complicated subject. We 
should be able to come up with a very short statement that can estab- 
lish the facts you mention. The San Luis project, under our proposal, 
will operate mainly on offpeak power, and therefore, will not cut down 
on the dependable capacity of the Central vane project plants. The 
power will be supplied on an exchange basis. May we include that in 
a letter to the committee ? 
Mr. Stsx. Yes. 
Mr. Mitxier. Will the gentleman yield ? 
Mr. Sisk. Certainly. 
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Mr. Mitier. May we also have a request of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion if it can furnish power and pump water into the San Luis area 
as cheaply as the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. under the same circum- 
stances, if the project is built. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe that is proper. Now, with reference to the cost, 
I think they have already made that appraisal. 

The thing that I am interested in, Mr. Gerdes, is the fact that we 
must have water on that land in that area, at the very lowest figure 
possible. 

Mr. Gerves. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I am not sure, Mr. Gerdes, whether you have seen this 
figure, but I do not think it has been used as yet; but the figure is 
$7.50 per acre, approximately $7.50 per acre, is it not ? 

Mr. Gerves. Yes: that is right. I think we have a proposal before 
you that will help the farmers to get cheaper water on their land. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, let me bring up, in that connection, something that 
is a little bit different, and that is with reference to the time to be 
consumed. And, as you know, of course, the thing that I am in- 
terested in, and what we need is water immediately. We needed it 
last year and the year before. But I think we are concerned now with 
the fact that there must be no delay in the matter. 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. And you indcated that you have no desire to see the 
project delayed. 

Mr. Gerves. We do not want to see it delayed. 

Mr. Sisk. I have the feeling that it has already been delayed by 
your injecting this proposal, but I am not blaming you; but I simply 
feel that it is going to require, based on your own statement, consid- 
erable study. 

Now, let me ask you, with the rapidity with which you fellows 
conduct these negotiations, how long have you been negotiating with 
the Bureau on the Folsom power project ? 

Mr. Gerpes. My associates remind me that last October was the 
preliminary meeting date, and since that time, there have been studies 
carried on concerning the dependable capacity of Folsom and the 
Central Valley project. 

It is something that takes considerable study. Studies have been 
made by the Bureau and have been made by the company and, as I 
understand the schedule we have now is for a meeting early in May 
to wind it up. 

Mr. Stsk. You expect to wind it up by May, for sure ? 

Mr. Gerpes, That is our thinking, yes. 

Mr. Sisk. You are quite some distance apart, are you not? 

Mr. Gerves. I do not think any more than you would find in normal 
contract discussions. 

Mr. Sisk. You think 100,000 kilowatts is not too far apart? 

Mr. Gerpes. I do not think that they are seriously 100,000 apart. 
That figure may have been stated. 

Mr. Sisk. I would agree with you in that connection, and I cer- 
tainly hope that the matter could be concluded in May, but I think 
there is some question 

Mr. Harry. May I suggest that does not seem to be connected to our 
inquiry. 
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Mr. Sisk. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that it is connected 
in view of the fact that it is a part of the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Harry. The Chair is only trying to allot the time, because we 
have several other members on the committee. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate the statement of the gentleman, but in view 
of the fact that it is all related, that there is a relationship between 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and the Central Valley project, that 
I think it is appropriate ; there is a very close association. 

Mr. Gerpes. I think we have gotten along with the Bureau out in 
California. I regard the people with whom we have had discussions 
regarding the contract negotiation as reasonable people. Of course, 
they press hard for their position and it is our job to press hard for 
our position. I think that together we have worked out agreements 
that are fair to both sides. 

Mr. Sisk. I will agree with you on that. I think, as a whole, the 
relationships have been very good, and I appreciate the fact that there 
has been willingness to cooperate from the standpoint of firming up 
more power, and the generation of these plants. 

Now, with reference to that question, let me ask you this: If this 
committee adopts the amendment proposed to this bill, which we have 
under consideration, of the type you suggested this morning, just how 
much bargaining power, let us say, would the Bureau have left? 

Mr. Gerpes. I think the Bureau would have all the bargaining 
power, because under the amendment that we have been discussing 
with the chairman—he was referring, and I am looking now at a 
bill, H. R. 4662, containing provisions which would give 2 years within 
which to arrive at such an agreement—if we do not arrive at an agree- 
ment by that time, they could go ahead and construct. 

Mr. Sisk. It would seem to me that if you put an amendment in 
here directing the Bureau to negotiate a contract with the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. for a power facility, that certainly there would be a 
limit on the bargaining power left with the Bureau, even under the 
suggestion you made, that you might have a time limit based in it; 
but certainly they would not be on an even basis. 

Mr. Gerpes. The pressure would be on us to meet the time limit 
otherwise the Bureau would go ahead. 

Mr. Sisk. Is it your opinion, Mr. Gerdes, that the Federal Govern- 
ment is selling power at too low a rate in California? 

Mr. Gerves. Well, I can answer the question this way: It is way 
below the cost of production today in any kind of a plant that you can 
build. 

Mr. Sisk. Do you feel that the power that is being sold by the 
Modesto District to customers is below the production cost ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I do not have an opinion about that. They built their 
plant at a time when construction costs were, say, one-third of what 
they are today. 

Mr. Sisk. I agree with you, but I have in mind, of course, a com- 
parison of the costs of electricity in the city of Fresno, where I live, 
with the cost in the city of Modesto. It is true that your power com- 
pany plant was constructed long before, in the 1920's, I believe, was 
it not? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, but that represents only a small percentage of our 
present plant. We have built 214 million kilowatts at postwar prices. 
Also the Modesto operation pays no taxes. 
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Mr. Sisk. I am certainly in agreement with your statement, but since 
you have mentioned that, I would like, in passing, to say that there 
has been a great amount of wealth and industry that has been brought 
into this area, in California, because of the benefits from these multi- 
purpose projects, that has created wealth—terminal markets and other 
industries, that are paying more taxes to counties, to cities, and the 
Federal Government, an amount that would make what Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. pays look like a drop in the bucket, would it not ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Of course, there has been a lot of wealth created in 
California as a result of what has been done by our company, too. 

Mr. Sisk. I agree with the gentleman, that there has been, but I 
simply want to bring out, for example, that in Sacramento, the rate, 
for example, on 250 kilowatts in Sacramento, I believe, is about $4.80, 
whereas in Fresno, we are paying $6.58 for the same amount of power. 

Mr. Gerves. But you have two differences there: In the first place, 
they are buying power from the Bureau of Reclamation way below 
what power would normally cost anybody else; and in the next place, 
they pay no taxes. A private company just cannot compete in price 
against that situation; a private utility cannot possibly meet that 
competition. 

r. Sisk. How much tax, for example, does the Pacific Gas & Elec- 
tric Co. pay on the facilities in the city of Sacramento; do you have 
those figures ? 

Mr. Grrves. No; but we pay 25 cents out of every dollar in taxes; 
25 percent of every dollar taken in goes into taxes. 

r. Sisk. You do not know what the gross amount of tax is on the 
installation of that type ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I do not, offhand. 

Mr. Sisk. It is an actual fact that the savings between the rates 
they pay there and the rates paid in Fresno amount to about $3 million 
a year to the people. I am just wondering if you would pay an equal 
amount. 

Mr. Gerpes. I do not believe the facts stated are accurate. The 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District has a contract to buy about 80 
percent of this so-called low-cost Central Valley project power. It 
is only low cost because the Bureau has fixed the rate and made it such. 
If the power were sold to the district at its actual value, you would 
add several mills to it. 

Mr. Sisk. You mean, that is because the Bureau is not furnishing 
firm power, because it is offpeak power ? 

Mr. Gerves. No; the Bureau is selling it at far less than its value; 
and, in addition, it is paying no taxes; that is how it can be pro- 
duced 

Mr. Sisk. These are reimbursable projects, are they not ? 

Mr. Gerpes. They are vebadiazeuke on a 50-year period. But they 
could be reimbursed much faster, or the water users could get water 
a lot cheaper if the Bureau would sell the power at its actual value. 

It is pretty hard to compete in price with any agency that does not 
pay any taxes. 

Water in California would be cheaper to irrigators if power were 
sold at its fair value. 

Mr. Sisk. We come back now to the point I mentioned at the very 
beginning, and that is with reference to the competitive power, and 
the necessity, it seems to me, as I say, I have the figures, or some of 
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them, with reference to this San Luis project, but it seems to me that 
we need also power generation in Trinity to firm up the power at 
Shasta and Kiswick and use it for the pumps, necessary to carry on this 
Central Valley project at a price which will give us the least cost of 
water per acre at which it can possibly be secured. 

Mr. Gerves. Of course we are firming: 

Mr. Stsx. Without that power to firm it we would simply not have 
the power available, and if we do not have it available we will not be 
in a position to be competitive and to maintain more equitable rates, 
because is it not true that in certain areas P. G. & E. sells at one price 
and in another area at another price? 

Mr. Gerves. In certain cases where have to meet competition. 

Mr. Sisx. That is what I am trying to bring out. I believe in private 
enterprise, and I know you do, but do we not believe in competitive 
private enterprise ? 

Mr. Gerves. With fair competition. If the Bureau of Reclamation 
were selling power in California at rates that would include taxes and 
other costs borne by private enterprise, we would have no objection. 
Otherwise I call it unfair competition and I believe you would feel 
it was unfair if you were competing with a business that did not pay 
taxes and other costs you have to pay. 

Mr. Sisx. You still believe in competition, do you not? 

Mr. Gerves. I believe in competition, yes, except this, that in the 
power business it has been —o time and again that competition is 
too costly. For instance, if two power agencies compete in one area, 
the consumer has to pay for two power systems. It is uneconomic to 
have such competition. But to replace competition we have State regu- 
lation which in California, as you know, is vigorous and efficient. 
When you have such regulation the consumer gets all the advantages 
of an integrated operation and at the same time is guaranteed good 
service at reasonable rates. 

Mr. Muuer. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Gerpes. Could I have a brief recess, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Hater. Yes, 5 minutes. 

(Brief recess.) 

Mr. Hatey. The committee will be in order. The Chair recognizes 
Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. If you could get power at 5.7 mills per kilowatt 
hour—— 

Mr. Gerpves. We would certainly take the power. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is the figure the Atomic Energy Commission has 
set, I believe. : 

Mr. Gerves. At our system load factor power costs 7 or 7.5 mills per 
kilowatt-hour to generate. 

Mr. Hosmer. This morning you were engaged in a colloquy with Mr. 
Engle with respect to the $3.5 million figure as opposed to the Bureau’s 
$3.9 million figure for falling water, and that was interrupted by some- 
thing else that came up. I wonder if you could expand on that a little 
bit more for the committee ? 

Mr. Gerves. Our figure of $3.5 million was based upon the cost of 
alternative steam power. As Mr. Bonner has explained in consider- 
able detail, this figure of $3,951,000 was a figure derived by the Bureau 
based on what they conceive to be their cost of joint facilities charge- 
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able to power. Involved in that are certain allocations of their capital. 
They have allocated, for one thing, $18 million more toward power 
than we feel was justified and $18 million more than they allocated in 
their own project as they computed it. 

Mr. Hosmer. I see. Those are internal figures by the Bureau and 
not some standard ? 

Mr. Gerpes. That is correct. Under the Bureau’s proposal the 
power on Trinity will lose, according to their figure $1.5 million a 
year. Under our proposal that loss will be greatly reduced if not 
eliminated. 

Mr. Hosmer. Have you concluded what you wanted to say on that? 

Mr. Grerpves. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. I believe during the course of your testimony so far 
you have paid more than one compliment to the caliber of men in the 
Bureau with whom you have dealt, and have said you dealt with them 
on an agreeable basis. Is that correct? 

Mr. Gerpes. The men with whom we have had dealings in Cali- 
fornia, from the regional office in Sacramento, have been men who 
have fought hard for the Government’s position, but I think they are 
reasonable men and men we were always able to work out agreements 
with. 

Mr. Hosmer. If they were working for another business other than 
the Government, would you call them sharp businessmen ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I would not say sharp. I would say good businessmen. 

Mr. Hosmer. You were called sharp the other day. I wondered if 
there was a different approach one side of the table from the other. 

Mr. Gerpes. I would say they were able. 

Mr. Hosmer. They are paid to work for the Government. 

Mr. Gerves. They are paid to work for the Government and I 
expect them to work for the Government and they do. 

Mtr. Hosmer. Did they ever try to take any unfair advantage of you 
in the negotiations? 

Mr. Gerves. No. 

Mr. Hosmer. Have they pressed any advantages they had? 

Mr. Gerves. Not unfairly. 

Mr. Hosmer. But have they pressed any advantages they do have? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, and we do our best. 

Mr. Hosmer. I am not a country boy, I was raised in a small town, 
but we have blackboards where I come from, too. I want to see if we 
cannot bring out something. I believe this figure of $10 million here 
was the figure you pointed out that falling water was worth a year, 
or what was the figure ? 

Mr. Bonner. That was the gross annual value of power produced 
and transmitted to load center. That is before taking out annual costs. 

Mr. Hosmer. What does that $7.3 million figure represent ? 

Mr. Bonner. I donot know. That is Mr. Engle’s figure. 

Mr. Enete. That is the equivalent of their $10 million figure. Their 
value is higher on the basis that the figure of $10 million is the P. G. 
& E. figure and the figure of $7.3 million is the Bureau figure. 

Mr. Gerves. We have to disagree with that. Mr. Bonner will 
explain why. 

r. Hosmer. Let us assume for the record that is correct. You 
indicated in your testimony that the cost of the project to the Govern- 
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ment would be $50 million less if you built it than if the Government 
built it. 

Mr. Bonner. In capital cost they would save $50 million. 

Mr. Hosmer. And I believe the amount in the bill was $225 million ? 

Mr. Bonner. The Bureau project cost estimate is $219 million. The 
bill does call for $225 million. 

Mr. Hosmer. So that would put the cost, if you did the work, down 
to $175 million, roughly ? 

Mr. Bonner. That is right, based on the $225 million. 

Mr. Hosmer. I will replace the $7.3 million figure with an X because 
I want to work out what this X would be using all the figures except 
Mr. Engle’s. I will ask you to trust me when I say that it is $7.7 
million. 

Mr. Enctie. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes, I will yield. 

Mr. Enote. The figure of $225 million should be, to be on an equiv- 
alent basis for the Bureau—that is taking a lot of features out. 

Mr. Hosmer. The $175 million is solely the cost of the installation 
plus the powerhouses and transmission lines. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Eneie. You have the power and the water in the $225 million 
and you only have, as I understand it, what you regard as the water 
in the $175 million. 

Mr. Hosmer. But I have a differentation between the values. Your 
figure is $7.3 million. May I ask you what it would amount to under 
your bill? 

Mr. Enate. I do not know. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would you say less than $5 million ¢ 

Mr. Enatx. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Under the P. G. & E. proposal $65 million would be 
paid, leaving $60 million over a period of 50 years, which makes it 
$1.2 million a year. Put this down here, and it gives you $800,000 a 
year. That is the net cost of completely socializing the project. 

Mr. Enoate. The smog finally got him. 

Mr. Upauu. There are a couple of questions I would like to ask. 
Under a Bureau program we know from past experience that we have 
considerable control over the operation and we can be assured that 
power will be produced cheaply where cheap power is needed. Under 
your proposal, as I see it, the assurance that you give us is that the con- 
suming public is going to be protected because you are regulated by a 
regulating body in your State. Isthat so? 

Mr. Gerpes. We are regulated, that is correct. 

Mr. Upaui. And it is the experience in many States, too many, J 
am afraid, that these regulating bodies do not do much regulating in 
the interest of the public. I am wondering whether your rates in the 
last 5 years have been reduced over your protest by your State regu- 
latory commission ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Have our rates been reduced ? 

Mr. Una. Yes, in any particular instance. 

Mr. Gerpes. I do not recall any instance in the past 5 years where 
rates generally have been reduced. We have been going through, in 
the last 10 years, one of the greatest inflationary periods in the history 
of the country. Our costs are greatly increasing. Labor and all costs 
are increasing. You just cannot expect rates to be reduced during 
such a period. 
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Mr. Upatu. We have had such a period, that is true, but at the same 
time, as far as your regulatory commission has been concerned, its 
activities in the most part have been giving you increases where you 
have made the proper showing. But have you been regulated in that 
they have come to you in certain phases of your operations and said 
your rates were too high? Have you had that experience ‘ 

Mr. Gerpves. In 1946 we had an electric rate decrease of $3,310,000. 
We had a gas decrease in 1946 of $3,500,000. Since that time in the 
electric we have one important increase, as I recall it. With the gas 
we have had several increases because the cost of our gas from out of 
State has increased greatly. 

I think everybody familiar with regulation in the United States will 
recognize that California has had a very efficient and I may say tough 
regulation. The security analysts are critical of the California Com- 
mission because they have not permitted the utilities to earn a larger 
return on their capital. I do not know in detail about other States 
and would not want to pass judgment, but what you have said about 
laxity of regulation is certainly not true in California. 

Mr. Upatu. There is another side I feel we might well give atten- 
tion to and that is the matter of the difference in overhead in the 
Bureau of Reclamation as to salaries. You are vice president and 
general counsel of your company ? 

Mr. Gerves. Yes. 

Mr. Upatxz. Are you paid a salary ? 

Mr. Gerpves. I have a salary. 

Mr. Upatu. An annual salary ? 

Mr. Gerpes. An annual salary. 

Mr. Upaty. What is that ? 

Mr. Gerves. My salary is $60,000 a year. 

Mr. Upaty. And Mr. Sutherland, who is vice president and general 
manager ; what is he paid ? 

Mr. Gerves. $60,000. 

Mr. Upatu. And is Mr. Dreyer here, your chief engineer ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes. 

Mr. Upatu. What does he draw? 

Mr. Gerpes. Mr. Dreyer might answer that himself. 

Mr. Dreyer. $40,000. 

Mr. Upatt. I think that is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Hatey. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Mr. Harry. This $60,000 is actual ? 

Mr. Gerves. It isnot. I found that out on April 15. 

Mr. Hatry. You pay a considerable amount of that into the Treas- 
ury of the United States? 

r. Gerpes. More than half of what I earn goes in taxes. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you. 

Mr. Ruoves. Mr. Gerdes, you made the statement that the Bureau of 
Reclamation has never used the falling water method for selling power 
in the State of California. Is it not true the Hoover Dam project is 
based on falling water? 

Mr. Gerves. I was speaking about our service area. As I under- 
stand it, Hoover Dam started out as a falling water payment, but I 
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believe now the Government owns the power plants and leases the 
generators. 

Mr. Ruoprs. The blackboard is pretty well messed up as of now, but 
if the $7.3 million is the value to the Bureau of Reclamation of this 

ower, do you not have to take into consideration the fact that if the 
ureau of Reclamation produces this power there is lost to the govern- 
ment the $3.5 million which is the value of the falling water? 

Mr. Gerpes. As far as the figures on the blackboard are concerned, 
I got lost when Mr. Engle multiplied the $10 million by 50, and I do: 
not think any of it makes any sense. 

Mr. Eneate. It was multiplied by fifty because that is the pay-out 
period of the project. If the value is $10.2 million per annum, then 
the value over the pay-out period is $10.2 million times 50. 

Mr. Gerpes. That is not the value of the falling water at all because 
you have to deduct from that the cost of the transmission lines, the 
cost of the substations, the cost of the powerhouses, and all those 
things. With all due respect, I just merely indicated that I got lost 
early and have tried to catch up but it still does not make sense to me. 

Mr. Enetz. You should have Mr. Bonner educate you, because I 
asked him the value of that power and he gave it to me, I think some- 
what reluctantly, as $10.2 million. 

Mr. Gerpes. I do not think it is fair to say Mr. Bonner answered 
any questions reluctantly. I think we have all tried to answer all 
questions as forthrightly as we could. One figure mentioned in mills 
came from the Kings River case. 

Mr. Ener. That is not what I am talking about. I asked the value 
the company placed on power when they arrived at these figures, and 
the figure he gave me was $10.2 million per annum. 

Mr. Ruopes. The thought strikes me that in considering the value 
of this particular project to the Government, if the Government pro- 
duces the power you have to consider also the detriment to the Gov- 
ernment in losing the $3.5 million that you people would pay for fall- 
ing water. 

Mr. Gerpes. I would think so. 

Mr. Ruopes. I am not sure it makes any sense, but I expect it makes 
as much sense as the other figures up there: If you add $3.5 million 
to $7.3 million you would get $10.8 million which has been transposed 
to cost, and therefore I suppose I can call it cost. Does that sound 
reasonable if the rest of it is reasonable ? 

Mr. Gerpes. If the rest is right that sounds reasonable, but I do not 
vouch for any of the rest of it. 

Mr. Ruopes. As to the San Luis power exchange, that is something 
I think should be considered further. As I understand, you would turn 
ext over to the San Luis pumps and thereby avoid considerable line 
osses ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Our offer is to deliver the power to the pumps of the 
project and that means transmission down to the pumps themselves, 
which would save the Government a large investment with respect to: 
San Luis from building transmission lines from Tracy to the pumps. 

Mr. Ruopes. If the Government built the lines, the losses would 
have to be charged to somebody. 

Mr. Gerves. There is no question, there are line losses on that 
transmission. 
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Mr. Ruopes. And under your proposal the load center would be 
considerably closer to the project and therefore the line losses would 
be diminished ; would they not? 

Mr. Gerpes. The basic point we propose for the exchange is at 
Tracy. We have offered to transmit it from Tracy to the pumps for 
an amount that would be less than the cost of transmission if the Gov- 
ernment built transmission lines. 

Mr. Ruopes. Where is Tracy in connection with the location of the 
Trinity project? Can you show that on the map? 

Mr. Gerpes. You would have to look at the general map. The title 
of the map is “Transmission System, Powerhouses, and Substations.” 
Will you point out Tracy ? 

Mr. Dreyer. Tracy is approximately in that area [indicating]. 

Mr. Ruopes. A considerable distance from the Trinity River proj- 
ect. Approximately how far? 

Mr. Bonner. About 220 to 240 miles. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you. Referring to the reproduction of Trinity 
River project physical data, with the project constructed under the 
partnership plan the P. G. & E. will pay $49,479,000 worth of works. 
What do those works consist of ? 

Mr. Bonner. Those works would be the Trinity powerhouse and 
switchyard ; the Lewiston powerhouse; the Tower House powerhouse 
and switchyard; the Matheson powerhouse and switchyard; also in- 
cluded would be the Trinity-Tower House-Matheson-Keswick 230- 
kilovolt transmission line; the Keswick-Elverta-Tracy 230-kilovolt 
transmission line; the Trinity-Lewiston-Tower House-Matheson- 
Keswick 13.8 kilovolt transmission line; and also the Keswick switch- 
vard addition, the Elverta switchyard addition, and the Tracy switch- 
yard addition. The Bureau’s general property costs would also be 
reduced. 

Mr. Ruopes. The $169,587,600 which the Bureau would pay con- 
sists of what works? 

Mr. Bonner. The Trinity Dam and Reservoir; Lewiston Dam and 
Reservoir; Tower House tunnel; Tower House diversion dam; the 
Matheson tunnel ; and the penstocks. 

Mr. Ruopes. There is nothing in this particular cost for the con- 
struction of canals for diversion of water for irrigation ? 

Mr. Bonner. There are no irrigation works as such in the Trinity 
River division project. ’ 

Mr. Ruopes. Of this roughly $169 million there are still elements 
which would be properly allocated to the production of power ? 

Mr. Bonner. That is correct; principally the Trinity Dam and Re- 
servoir, the Matheson tunnel, a portion of the Tower House tunnel, 
and the Lewiston and Tower House diversion dams. 

Mr. Ruopes. On those sums interest would be paid the Federal Gov- 
ernment at the going rate? 

Mr. Bonner. Interest would be paid on that power allocation. 

Mr. Ruopes. Is it your position that the $314 million which you 
will pay annually for fallmg water would be sufficient to amortize 
the $169 million investment plus interest over a period of 50 years? 

Mr. Bonner. The $314 million payment that we would make for 
falling water, and also savings to the Bureau of Reclamation in opera- 
tion and maintenance and replacement costs of power facilities, ana- 
lyzed on the same repayment basis as the Bureau used for its all- 
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Federal project, would repay the costs allocated to power; and, in 
addition, there would be $36 million more net revenue derived by 
the Government. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Ruopes. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman, I have listened to all the discussion. I 
think most of the questions I had have been asked and answered. 

I do want to compliment the gentlemen from the P. G. & E. for the 
vast amount of knowledge they have of their own business. I think 
few of us know as much of our own business as they appear to know 
about theirs. I think they have made a fine presentation. 

I simply ask one question of Mr. Gerdes, and that is: Do you not 
believe that the whole thing boils down to whether or not the people 
who get the benefit of the power developed should pay for it, or 
whether the people of the rest of the 48 States should pay for it, in- 
cluding us in southern California who get no benefit from public power 
developed on the Trinity project ? 

Mr. Gerpves. I think that 1s certainly an element, particularly when 
the additional capital that would be required to carry out the Bureau 
proposal is only for power itself and not water. I think nearly every- 
one feels to carry out reclamation a certain sacrifice by the taxpayers 
is necessary, but to carry that sacrifice to providing commercial power 
is something else again. 

Mr. Urr. I was directing my question solely to the power facilities 
and not the irrigation and reclamation projects, which are strictly 
reclamation. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asptnatt. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Florida 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. Sisk). 

Mr. Asprnatt. The gentleman from Florida is putting the Chair 
in a very difficult position at this time, because we have one other 
witness. 

Mr. Sisk. I am going to withdraw my question, Mr. Chairman, and 
just comment on one thing with reference to the statement by my 
colleague from California (Mr. Utt). 

This project is completely reimbursable and is not being built by 
and will not be charged to the taxpayers of this Nation; is that not 
correct, according to your understanding, Mr. Gerdes ? 

Mr. Gerpes. My associate was asking me something. Your question 
is: Isthe project reimbursable ? 

Mr. Sisk. This project is reimbursable and will be repaid in full / 

Mr. Gerpves. The Bureau report shows it will be reimbursed over 
the period of 50 years and in accordance with the assumptions they 
have made in their report. 

Mr. Sisk. Further, Boulder Dam was built with money provided by 
the Federal Government, from which the gentleman from southern 
California is enjoying rather substantial savings in power; is that 
not correct ? 

Mr. Gerves. Whether he is enjoying any savings or not I would not 
know, Mr. Sisk. 
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Mr. Sisk. That is all. 
Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. Asprnati. Thank you, gentlemen, for your contribution to the 
hearing. 

Mr. Gerpes. Thank you very much. We are appreciative of this 
long time you have given us. 

Mr. Aspinatt. The Chair at this time calls to the witness table Mr. 
Richard F. Denbo of the Eureka Chamber of Commerce, Eureka, 
Calif. 

You may proceed with your oral presentation from the statement 
or as you see fit, Mr. Denbo. 





STATEMENT OF RICHARD F. DENBO, MANAGER, EUREKA AND 
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Mr. Denso. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I repre- 
sent the Eureka Chamber of Commerce, the Humboldt County Cham- 
ber of Commerce, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors, and 
the City Council of Eureka. I reside in Eureka, Humboldt County, 
Calif., and I believe that this is a minority report to the committee. 

I not only get lost in these hearings but I have been lost in these 
buildings ever since I have been here. 

Mr. Asprnatu. You are not alone in that respect. 

Mr. Denso. It is worse than the city hall in Eureka. 

For many years the problem of water has been one of supreme im- 
portance to the people of California. The Bureau of Reclamation has 
scattered dams and canals over a greater portion of the State. 

In 1952, when there had been presented a bill to Congress seeking 
authority to construct the Trinity River diversion project, the Hum- 
boldt County Board of Supervisors, the Humboldt County Chamber 
of Commerce, the Eureka Chamber of Commerce, and some 70 other 
organizations protested the Trinity River diversion. The position of 
these various organizations was reported in a resolution passed by the 
Board of Supervisors of Humboldt County on June 5, 1952. The posi- 
tion of these various groups today remains the same. 

Until such time as there has been a determination of not only the 
need for Trinity River water, but until the needs of the people of the 
north coast area now aud in the foreseeable future have been deter- 
mined, Humboldt County will continue its opposition to the develop- 
ment of the Trinity River project. 

In Humboldt County remains one of the last great virgin stands of 
lumber in the entire United States. According to Henry J. Vaux, 
dean of forestry, California University, there are 60 billion board feet 
of virgin timber in Humboldt County, Calif. In 1950 the forest indus- 
try in Humboldt County provided jobs for 8,700 persons. One person 
out of every three works directly in some phase of lumber or other 
wood-using industry. According to the State Labor Department of 
California, today there are 11,770 persons employed directly in the 
forest. products industry in Humboldt County, Calif. 

In 1953 the Board of Supervisors of Humboldt County sent our 
county agriculture agent on a tour of the United States to visit those 
areas that had been and were harvesting timber. After 3 months’ sur- 
vey of the areas in the United States from the Atlantic to the Pacific 
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and from Canada to Maine, the report was given by the agriculture 
agent. In this report he pointed up conservation, selective logging, 
and sustained yield; but above all the report maintained that we must 
conserve forever our water in order to perpetuate the growth of timber 
and for the remanufacturing of our forest products. 

In December of 1954 the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors 
asked Henry J. Vaux, dean of the School of Forestry of California 
University to make a report on timber in Humboldt County. The 
report has now been turned in, in Bulletin 748 from the California 
Agricultural Experiment Station. This report states: 

Humboldt County has never produced any pulpwood. A small amount of timber 
(6 million board feet per year) has recently been shipped to pulp mills elsewhere 
in California and an increasing volume of wood residue from saw mills in private 
plants. The contribution which the pulp industry is likely to make to the future 
development of the county will thus depend on the prospects for establishing a 
pulp industry within the area. The possibility of pulping would of course depend 
on perpetuating the ample water supply now potentially available. 


In this same report Dean Vaux states: 

The volume of a total residual material is very substantial, approaching 175 
million cubie feet of wood in Humboldt County in 1953. Studies of sample logged- 
over areas indicate that sawlog and veneer material could be salvaged in certain 
areas but the bulk of logging residues in Humboldt County probably won’t be 
usable until an active market for pulp wood is established in the county. 

We have every reason to believe that within the next 1 to 5 years 
there will be established in Humboldt County, from 1 to 3 pulp plants. 
In fact, we are almost certain there will be 1 pulp plant under produc- 
tion in 12 months. 

Humboldt County harvests approximately 1,200,000 board feet of 
timber each year. This is enough to construct 120,000 homes yearly ; 
60,000 are constructed in California each year. 

In 1952 the Board of Supervisors of Humboldt County invited the 
Bureau of Reclamation to make a study of the present and future 
water needs for Humboldt County. We were assured at that time by 
those interests who wished to divert the Trinity River that no steps 
would be taken for this diversion until the final report of the Bureau 
was made which would definitely establish the present and future 
water needs of Humboldt County. 

The Bureau has a staff of five met, plus office personnel, that have 
been surveying the water resources of Ffumboldt County for 3 years. 
However, it will be 2 years, in 1957, according to the Bureau office 
located in Eureka, until the final report is finished. It is our conten- 
tion that Congress should not appropriate any funds for Trinity River 
diversion until this report is complete. It would seem that the needs 
of our area are unknown or the Bureau of Reclamation would not 
maintain an office in Humboldt County. 

It is also significant to note that the State of California has author- 
ized $500,000 for the purpose of investigating the feasibility of estab- 
lishing a salt. water barrier in the upper part of San Francisco Bay to 
study the feasibility of the development of a tremendous reservoir 
trapping waters which at present flow into the Pacific Ocean. This 
flow averages about 30 million acre-feet per year. 

H. R. 4663 gives no consideration to the present or future needs of 
the county of Humboldt or the north coast area of California. It is 
our contention that this is a power project as the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion or the State of California have done nothing to trap the flood- 
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“waters in the Sacramento area which amount to thousands of acre-feet 
yearly and overflow a great deal of that particular area in the vicinity 
of Sacramento. We readily admit that there are several million acre- 
feet of water that flow into the Pacific each year from the streams of 
Humboldt and Del Norte Counties; however, many of these streams 
are 40 or 50 miles in length and according to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion it is not economically feasible to trap this water for irrigation 
or — 

here are 20,000 acres of agricultural ground in Humboldt County 
that are in need of irrigation, while 19,000 acres have some type of 
irrigation at the present moment. However, H. R. 4663 gives no con- 
sideration to the needs of water for the people of Humboldt County 
for agriculture, commerce, or industrial purposes. The north coast 
area is increasing in population at the rate of 70 percent every 10 years, 
while the rest of California is increasing at the rate of 50 percent each 
10 years.* 

Therefore, the Board of Supervisors of the county of Humboldt, 
the Humboldt County Chamber of Commerce, the Eureka Chamber 
of Commerce, and 70 other civic organizations of this area, oppose 
any diversion of the Trinity River until the Bureau of Reclamation 
has finished its survey establishing the present and future water needs 
-of our area. 

If, however, Congress and this committee in its wisdom should de- 
cide to authorize the diversion of the Trinity River at this time, we 
believe that the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., or some other non-Federal 
agent should provide the power features, and pay full value for the 
use of falling water. This working partnership with the Government 
offers big advantages. 

1. It would save the Federal taxpayers $50 million in capital outlay 
for the power facilities. 

2. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., or some other private enterprise firm, 
would pay $314 million per year for the use of the water. Over the 
project repayment period, net Government revenues would be $36 mil- 
lion more than if the Bureau built the power facilities. 

3. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., or some other private enterprise firm, 
would pay in additional taxes during the project repayment period 
$70 million to the United States Government and $65 million to the 
State and local governments. 

4. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., or some other free enterprise firm, 
would pay more than $1.3 million in taxes each year to Trinity, Shasta, 
and Sacramento Valley Counties and to the State of California. 

5. By sharing the cost with Pacific Gas & Electric Co., or some other 
free enterprise utility company, would result in 130,000 more kilo- 
watts of generating capacity, and 5 percent more water for irrigation. 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., or free enterprise, would agree to supply 
low-cost power on an exchange basis for existing and future pumping 
plants of central California. 

The Pacific Gas & Electric Co., during the year 1955, paid taxes to 
the county of Humboldt equaling $743,000. They paid to the State of 
California, taxes of $104,000,000. Humboldt County’s rapid growth 
has placed a tax burden on its people for highways, schools, plus 


1 Source: Department of Natural Resources, State of California. 
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various other services of government, that can only be borne through 
free enterprise. It is our contention that the United States Govern- 
ment should encourage free enterprise rather than provide those serv- 
ices such as power that bear the tax burden and keep the wheels of 
government moving. 

We ask your careful consideration of the needs at present and in 
the future for the uses of water by the people in Humboldt County who 
bear a considerable part of the tax burden of our State and Nation. 

Mr. Asprnati. Thank you very much, Mr. Denbo. I am sorry we 
do not have more time, as there might be some questions. 

The time set for hearing has expired. 

The Chair has a request from Howard Bronson, vice president of the 
Investors League, Inc., of New York City, to have inserted at this 
place in the record a statement which indorses the partnership ap- 
proach to the authorization. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object—and I shall 
not object—I should like to make note of exception with reference to a 
statement on page 2, wherein he says in this letter that Mr. Dexheimer 
indicated that private developments of the power features not only 
would be acceptable but would prove beneficial to the Government. 
I do not believe Mr. Dexheimer’s testimony bears out that statement. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. Your exception to the paper is in order. It is noted 
in the hearings and it will be considered when we get into the items. 

Without objection the statement will be made a part of the record. 


(The statement is as follows :) 





STATEMENT OF THE INvesTorRS League, INc., TO THE House RECLAMATION 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE Supsecr OF TRINITY RIVER PROJECT IN CALIFORNIA 


I am Howard Bronson, vice president of the Investors League, Inc., with head- 
quarters at 175 Fifth Avenue, New York City, N. Y. The league I represent is 
the largest and most successful organization of investors, with thousands of 
members who reside in every State of the Union. 

I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before this distinguished com- 
mittee, and to register the support of the Investors League for private develop- 
ment of the power generation and transmission facilities of the Trinity River 
project in California. 

I am not here as a representative of the utility industry, but rather as a 
spokesman for the investing public; those persons who have contributed in no 
small measure to building our industrial might to a point of world leadership 
and as such have created for our citizens the highest standard of living known 
to man. 

We are keenly aware of the importance of this issue, not only as between 
public or private development of our power resources but also as it applies to our 
basic concepts of free enterprise. For here is a clear case of a private concern 
ready, willing, and able to do a job and do it well. We feel quite strongly that 
they should be allowed the right to do so. 

I think President Eisenhower best expressed this viewpoint when in 1952 he 
stated: “No Federal project, large or small, will be undertaken which the people 
ean actively do or help to do for themselves; no Federal project will be under- 
taken which can be handled by private enterprise.” I know of no better situa- 
tion to which this statement can apply than the one before you today. 

In line with the administration’s partnership policy, the report submitted to 
the Secretary of the Interior by the Reclamation Commission, Mr. Dexheimer, 
indicated that private developments of the power features not only would be 
acceptable, but would prove beneficial to the Government. 

We thoroughly support this position of private enterprise-Federal Government 
partnership development of the Trinity River area. 

Sound business administration dictates that government should encourage tax- 
paying enterprises, rather than expand tax-consuming Government projects. 
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The proposal of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., for partnership construction of 
this project, would save the taxpayers at least $50 million. 

A Federal Government outlay of this amount, in addition to the $155 million 
estimated for the construction of the dams and reservoirs would further aggra- 
vate the budgetary deficit under which we are now living, and would make the 
real‘zation of our goal of a balanced budget that much more more difficult. 

We must bear in mind that all of the business in the United States, which is 
developed by private resources, are taxpaying enterprises. It is such enter- 
prises which supply the billions of dollars the Nation needs annually to meet its 
expenses. Public power projects are nontaxpayers. Their initial cost must be 
met through taxation, and if they prove unsuccessful and are unable to meet 
their operating costs, taxpayers must make up the deficit. 

The Pacific Gas & Electric Co. would provide at least $171 million more in net 
revenue to Federal, State, and local governments, over the project repayment 
period. This is money that would otherwise be lost to these governments. Of 
the total the Federal Government would realize $70 million in taxes and $36 
million in the form of net savings to the Government. 

We must not forget it takes an average investment of over $12,000 to build 
the tools and facilities necessary to create one job in industry. In the public 
utility field the investment needed is probably many times greater than this 
average amount. The investors for whom I am speaking have shouldered the 
responsibility in the past and will do so in the future provided it can be done in 
an environment of freedom. 

The only alternative is for the Government to assume the role of investor—a 
costly and politically dangerous procedure. 

I am not an engineer, so I am therefore not qualified to pass on the technical 
merits of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.’s plans. I can only speak out in defense 
of our system of private capital and to urge that you lend the weight of this 
committee toward the encouragement of such endeavors. 

The league believes that the basic criteria for considering a case of this nature 
is that whenever free enterprise can do the job they should be allowed to do so. 
Only in the case where private enterprise is unwilling or unable to do it, the 
Federal or State governments should, providing that such undertakings are in 
the public interest. Public activity should never be at the expense of taxpaying 
enterprise. 

Several months ago, in our official publication, the Investors League Bulletin, 
we reported on the controversy over public versus private power, and on our 
support of the ideals of private enterprise doing the job. 

The tremendous amount of mail we have received as a result, from all over the 
country, indicates wholehearted support for our position from persons in every 
walk of life. 

Many wrote back saying that a firm private power stand would be one of the 
finest expressions Congress could make against the encroachment of socialism. 

In view of this rather brief statement, I request permission of the committee 
to insert a more detailed report in the record next week. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatn. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Engle. 


Mr. Enotes. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make several unanimous con- 


sent requests. 

T wish unanimous consent to file in the record a short commentary 
and reply to the statement of Mr. Denbo, for the purpose of showing 
that the water diverted is less than 7 percent of the average amount. 
wasting to the ocean annually from the Klamath River and that the 
water diverted is without question surplus to the future needs in the 
Klamath Basin. If all the water that flows out of Humboldt County 
were dammed up, the water would be 305 feet deep and the Trinity 
diversion would only reduce the flood waters of that reservoir 6 feet. 

Mr. Asprnati. Unless there is objection, the request is granted. 
Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

61387—55——12 
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(The commentary is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN ENGLE RELATING TO THE DIVERSION OF WATER FROM 
THE TRINITY RIVER BASIN TO THE CENTRAL VALLEY 


There is wasting to the Pacific Ocean annually from the Klamath River an aver- 
age of about 11 million acre-feet of water. The amount proposed to be diverted by 
the Trinity project is about 700,000 acre-feet or less than 7 percent of the average 
amount wasted each year. It has been contended that this small diversion would 
be detrimental to future industrial development in Humboldt and Del Norte 
Counties. This contention that this relatively small diversion would leave Hum- 
boldt and Del Norte Counties short of water is ridiculous. The average amount 
of water wasted annually to the Pacific Ocean would supply twice the current 
total use of the 12 largest cities in the United States: New York, Chicago, Phil- 
adelphia, Los Angeles, Detroit, Baltimore, Cleveland, St. Louis, Washington, D. C., 
Boston, San Francisco, and Pittsburgh. Only about 17 percent of the water 
of the Trinity River would be diverted. Approximately §5 percent of the Trinity 
River water and all of the water proposed to be diverted arises on the water- 
sheds of Trinity County and Trinity County favors this small diversion to the 
Central Valley. 

The State of California has approved this diversion to the Central Valley 
and both the State and the Bureau of Reclamation have concluded that the 
amount proposed to be diverted is surplus to the present and future water 
requirements of the Trinity and Klamath River Basins. In the State’s report 
there is this statement: 

“In our opinion the Trinity River project will not reduce the usable water 
resources of the Klamath River watershed to any appreciable degree.” 

The State’s report also includes this statement : 

“In addition, the waters proposed to be diverted would be stored during the 
flood season of the year when they would not be of benefit to water users on the 
Klamath River, and would be so regulated as to increase substantially the flow 
of the Trinity River into the Klamath River during the dry months of the year. 
This would also represent a benefit to fish life in and to recreational values on 
both streams.” 

Mr. Clyde H. Spencer, regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation, made 
this statement before the committee: 

“Our studies indicate that the proposed diversion would utilize only a small 
percentage of the water now wasting into the Pacific Ocean from the Klamath 
River watershed. These studies also disclose that the relatively small amount 
of water that will be diverted will not affect future development of either the 
Trinity River Basin or the Klamath Basin downstream as water in those areas 
would be more than adequate to satisfy future needs. 

In view of these facts, there is no question but that surplus water in the 
amount proposed in the Trinity plan can he diverted from the Trinity River to 
the Central Valley without detrimental effect upon the fishery resources of the 
Trinity River or upon the future agricultural and industrial development in 
Humboldt and Del Norte Counties. 


Mr. Enate. I wish also, Mr. Chairman, to ask unanimous consen! 
to insert in the record certain telegrams that I have, both for and 
against the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. proposal, which I will submit in 
copy form for the record. I should like to keep the originals, but I 
will submit a copy. 

Mr. Asprna.L, Is there any objection? Hearing none, it is so or- 
dered. 

(The telegrams are as follows :) 


WEAVERVILLE, CaAuiF., April 18, 1955. 
Housr COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Having the best interest of Trinity County at heart we urge that you support 
P. G. & E. partnership construction of Trinity River project. 
Trinity CouUNTY REPUBLICAN CENTRAL COMMITTEE. 
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SACRAMENTO, CALir., April 13, 1955. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

California State Grange favors the immediate construction of the Trinity 
River-San Luis Rey projects in accord with the measure you have introduced. 
We are opposed to the so-called partnership program and urge the project be 
constructed in its entirety by the Federal Government under reclamation law. 
At this time no consideration should be given to integrating the Feather River 
project with the Trinity. The need for immediate construction of the Trinity 
is imperative. 

GEORGE SEHLMEYER, 
Master, California State Grange. 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF., April 15, 1955. 
Hon. CLat ENGLE, ° 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

As a member of the California State Senate I am very much in favor of your 
pending legislation affecting Trinity project and its related works. We in 
California do appreciate the efforts being put forth by you and your committee 
and we most urgently request favorable consideration of the legislation now 
pending before your committee. 

Harotp T. JOHNSON, 
State Senator. 


TULARE, CALIF., April 15, 1955. 
Hon. CLair ENGLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Sir: The Tulare Irrigation District comprising 75,000 acres of land within 
the San Joaquin Valley heartily endorses the construction of the Trinity-San 
Luis project at the earliest possible date. 

TULARE IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
By Davin L. Zack, Secretary. 


HANForD, Carir., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Endorse Engle bill for construction of Trinity River irrigation project by 
Federal Government. 
Earut A. Howe, 
Director of Kings County Water District and Lakeside Ditch Co. 


HANForD, Cauir., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Believe enactment Engle bill Trinity River by Bureau of Reclamation urgent. 
R. S. Morean, 
Manager, Kings County Water District. 
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Hanrorp, Cauir., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, : 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: } 
I sincerely. endorse the. Clair Engle bill for construction of Trinity River 


project by Federal Bureau of Reclamation. 
Cart FREEMAN, 


Director of Lakeside Ditch Co., Also Director of St. Johns River 
Association. 


PORTERVILLE, CALIF., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Endorse Engle bill for construction Trinity River project by Federal Govern- 


ment. 
ANTON SIMONICH, 
President, Lower Tule River Irrigation District. 


HANForD, Cavir., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Ask Trinity project bill by Congressman Engle be enacted without delay. 
Louis GIACOMAZZI, 
Farmer, and Vice President Kings County Water District. 





HANFOorD, CALir., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
I endorse the Engle bill for construction of Trinity River irrigation and power 
project by the Federal Bureau of Reclamation. 
ELBERT MONTGOMERY, 
Farmer, and President of Kings County Water District. 


HANForD, Cauir., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Endorse Engle bill for construction of Trinity River project by Federal 
Government. 
Rosert Burr, 
Chairman, Lakeside Ditch Co., and Director, Kaweah Delta Conservation 
Board. 


Crovis, CaLir., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLA ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Endorse Engle bill for construction of Trinity River project by Federal 
Government. 


F. L. Parks, 
Chairman, Fresno County Farm Bureau Water Problems Department. 
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HANForD, CALiF., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Endorse Engle bill for construction of the Trinity River project by the Federal 


Bureau of Reclamation. 
JOHN M. ARSENIO, 


Landowner and a Director of the Water Protective League. 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Democratic caucus of the California Assembly has unanimously endorsed 
Trinity River project. Language expressing views of the 32 assemblymen fol- 
lows: “We heartily support the proposals made many months ago by Congress- 
man Clair Engle for immediate Federal construction of the Trinity River proj- 
ect, to the end that the hydroelectric power thereby generated may be available 
at low cost for the tremendous task of pumping water from the Sacramento 
Delta to the areas of deficiency in central and southern California. Likewise, 
we support the proposal made by Congressman Engle in February 1955 for a 
cooperative Federal-State development of the San Luis Reservoir, as an initial 
step in the Feather River project.” 

VINCENT THOMAS, 
Assemblyman, and Chairman, Democratic Caucus, California State 
Assembly. 





SACRAMENTO, CaLir., April 14, 1955. 
Hon, CLAtTR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


The following members of the California State Legislature heartily endorse 
Federal construction of the Trinity project, including facilities and works in 
connection therewith, and urgently request immediate favorable action on legis- 
lation now pending before your committee. To that end California needs the 
Trinity project now. 

Roscoe L. PATTERSON, 
Assemblyman, 35 District. 
S. C. MASTERSON, 
Assemblyman, 11th District. 
Lioyp W. Lowry, 
Assemblyman, 3d District. 
VINCENT THOMAS, 
Assemblyman, 68th District. 
WALLACE D. HENDERSON, 
Assemblyman, 32d District. 
PAULINE L. Davis, 
Assemblywoman, 2d District. 


SACRAMENTO, Catir., April 14, 1955. 
Hon. Cia ENGLE, 
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

As the elected representative of Yolo, Colusa, Glenn, Tehama, and Lake Coun- 
ties in the assembly of the State of California, I heartily endorse Federal con- 
struction of the Trinity project including all facilities and works pertinent 
thereto. 

California is facing a terrific drought condition. This project when completed 
will help to solve our water problems of the future. Your favorable action on 
the Trinity project now pending before your committee is urgently requested. 

Lioyp W. Lowry, 
Assemblyman, Third District. 
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SACRAMENTO, CAuir., April 15, 1955. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We advocate immediate construction of both Trinity and San Luis projects. 
Federal construction of Trinity project is necessary to provide low-cost power 
for the pumping plants which will lift the water from Sacramento-San Joaquin 
delta to the San Luis storage reservoir in order that it may be distributed to 
farmers in the San Joaquin Valley at a price they can afford to pay. 

JoHn J. McCFALt, 
Assemblyman, San Joaquin County. 
GEORGE CLARK, 
Assemblyman, Merced and Madera Counties. 
Roscoe L. PATTERSON, 
Assemblyman, Tulare and Kings Counties. 
WALLACE D. HENDERSON, 
Assemblyman, Fresno County. 


TRINITY CENTER, CALIF., April 13, 1955. 


House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: California is now experiencing one of the worst droughts in its 
history. Snow pack is less than 40 percent normal, water table has receded to 
such a depth that cost of pumping is economically impossible. Existing reser- 
voirs in the State are less than 50 percent of their capacity, consequently Cali- 
fornia is facing an economie disaster which in turn will be felt by the whole 
Nation. Had the Trinity River project been built 5 years ago this terrible situa- 
tion would have been greatly alleviated. Therefore, I beseech you gentlemen to 
approve immediately the bill for Trinity River project introduced by your chair- 
man, the Honorable Clair Engle. 

W. H. MAcKINNON. 


WEAVERVILLE, CALIF., April 12, 1955. 


SECRETARY, HousE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The undersigned, having served as county clerk and auditor of Trinity County 
for the past 20 years, observe a critical shift of tax revenue from cut-over private 
timberlands to earmarked Federal forest reserve appointments. Imperative 
serious consideration be given to P. G. & E. partnership plan to replace inadequate 
in lieu tax proposal and bolster declining tax base. Partnership plan will re- 
lieve Federal Government of heavy expenditure and give Central Valley badly 
needed water. 

LEONARD M. Morris, 
JoHN D. FIELDs, 
HAL E. Goopyear. 


Mr. Enetr. I wish also, Mr. Chairman, to ask unanimous consent 
to make a part of the record the results of a poll which I have taken 
in my district and which will be completed shortly, indicating the 
position of the people of my district on the question of whether or not 
they favor low-cost public power produced at federally constructed 
dams such as Shasta, Folsom, and Trinity. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair understands that the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia wishes to include as a part of the record the questions he asked 
of his constituency and the results on each question ? 

Mr. Enetr. Just the one question. I do not have any objection to 
putting the others in, but this is pertinent. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The request of the gentleman will be granted unless 
there is objection. Hearing none, it is so ordered. 








TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 179 


(The information is as follows :) 


TABULATION OF RESULTS ON QUESTIONS NOS. 3 AND 4 OF QUESTIONNAIRE CIRCULATED 
BY Mr, Encte THrovucHovut His District 


Question No. 3. Are you in favor of low-cost public power being developed at 
Government-built dams such as Shasta, Folsom, and Trinity? 

Answer: Yes, 75.8 percent ; no. 21.3 percent; no opinion, 2.9 percent. 

Question No. 4. Are you in favor of the proposed Dixon-Yates contract? 

Answer: Yes, 23.7 percent ; no, 56.4 percent ; no opinion, 19.9 percent. 


Mr. Enerz. Mr. Chairman, I wish also to ask unanimous consent to 
insert in the record a resolution endorsing the Trinity project which 
was sent to me by the Roseville Lodge No. 231 of the Brotherhood 
Railway Carmen of America, Roseville, Calif. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Do I hear an objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

(The resolution is as follows :) 


BROTHERHOOD RAILWAY CARMEN OF AMERICA, 
ROSEVILLE LopaE, No. 231, 
Sacramento, Calif., April 8, 1955. 
Mr. CLAIR ENGLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: At our last regular meeting the Roseville local of the Pacific Fruit 
Express Carmen’s Union adopted the following resolution: 

“Whereas the influx of new residents into the central valleys of California 
and the accompanying increase in births commanded us to look to the future 
requirements of water and electric energy, and 

“Whereas the policy of the Federal Government established 50 years ago 
to impound waters in wet areas in wet seasons to be moved to dry areas in dry 
seasons directly fits the conditions in California central valleys, and if progres- 
sively pursued will meet the future requirements of this State, and 

“Whereas the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of 
Representatives is to consider a project in California, known as the Trinity- 
San Luis project, which if completed, will conform with the policy of conser- 
vation, irrigation, and hydroelectric power of the Federal Government, be it 

“Resolved by Roseville Local, No. 231, Brotherhood Railway Carmen of 
America, That the subcommittee be and is hereby petitioned to endorse the 
immediate construction by the Bureau of Reclamation of the Trinity-San Luis 
project in its entirety, including hydroelectric features, and be it further 

“Resolved, That this resolution be forwarded to the Honorable Clair Engle 
for his presentation to the subcommittee.” 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 
JERRY CuDLY, Secretary. 


Mr. Enaix. Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to insert in the record the 
statement of my colleague, Hon. Harlan Hagen, Congressman from 
California, in support of the Trinity River project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Is there any objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 238, 1955. 
Hon. CLAtTR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Encte: I wish to add my voice to the record of those Californians 
who support the early authorization of the Trinity River project with the feature 
of public power development. 

I make this statement as a legislator and citizen interested in the wise develop- 
ment of reclamation projects which have outstanding economic feasibility without 
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regard to the fact of the identity of the possible beneficiaries of such projects. In 
addition, the district which I represent has a direct interest in such early devel- 
opment. 

The people of California are grateful for the interest which the Federal Gov- 
ernment has demonstrated in the development of California’s water resources. 
The Trinity River project is a logical continuation of such interest. It would 
solve some problems obtaining in connection with existing projects. It carries 
its own direct benefits and will make a contribution to other proposed projects. 

One of the questions which has arisen in connection with the existing features 
of the Central Valley project is that of the adequacy of water supplied to it to 
meet all irrigation commitments. A serious doubt of such adequacy exists by 
reason of the fact that water needs in the area of principal water supply have 
increased since the project was first planned and executed. If such a deficiency 
were found to exist, the areas of water origin would have preference over those 
areas to which water is exported, including my own congressional district. Your 
committee held lengthy hearings on this subject in Sacramento 3 or 4 years ago. 
The Trinity project would make a major contribution to the water supply of the 
Sacramento River. It is my understanding that such contribution is sufficiently 
large to not only take care of the water needs of the west side of the Sacramento 
Valley but also to provide an excess of some 250,000 to 300,000 acre-feet annually 
to the Delta of the Sacramento River for transport to water-deficient areas in the 
San Joaquin Valley, areas which now seek a federally approved San Luis project 
utilizing waters pumped from the Sacramento River Delta. I am the author 
of legislation requesting approval of the Trinity project and the San Luis project. 

The Trinity project, with proper provisions for public power development, can 
make another major contribution to the San Luis project. It is axiomatic that 
in the development of irrigation water by construction of works permitting the 
transportation of water great distances and making it available at a proper 
season of the year, revenue from hydroelectric power generation or the direct 
devotion of such power to pumping operations is a necessary ingredient in irri- 
gation development. Farm uses permit only a maximum per acre-foot payment 
for water and that maximum would be exceeded without the devotion to irriga- 
tion purposes of part of electric power developed or part of normal power reve- 
nues. Inasmuch as a partial use of Trinity power or power revenue is necessary 
to the economic feasibility of the San Luis project, that power should be publicly 
developed. 

It is my understanding that the Trinity project will generate 1,067 million 
kilowatt-hours annually. It will make available for use in the Sacramento 
Valley and elsewhere some 1,155,000 acre-feet of water annually. Its capital 
cost at current prices is only $219,067,000 and its cost ratio to total benefits 
including nonreimbursable costs is 1 to 3.31 and 1 to 1.86 in ratio of cost to 
primary benefits. This is an outstanding cost-benefit ratio. 

Very truly yours, 
HARLAN HAGEN, M. C. 


Mr. Enoate. My last request, Mr. Chairman, is to insert in the record 
a letter addressed to me by the California Farm Research and Legis- 
lative Committee of Santa Clara, Calif., in which they express their 
strong support of this project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The request will be granted unless there is an ob- 
jection. Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The letter is as follows:) 


CALIFoRNIA FARM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEER, 
Santa Clara, Calif., April 9, 1955. 
Hon. CLarr ENGL, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR CONGRESSMAN: We are in receipt of your announcement of April 5 
scheduling hearings on Trinity River project legislation now before the House. 
It is our understanding that this hearing will confine itself to the Trinity River 
division of the Central Valley project only, and that at some later date your 
committee will deal with proposals to authorize the San Luis unit of the West 
San Joaquin division, both of these subjects being embodied in your bill H. R. 
105 and in H. R. 2672, introduced by Representative Sisk, of Fresno, January 
20, 1955. 
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The California Farm Research and Legislative Committee is in favor of con- 
struction by the United States Department of the Interior of the Trinity River 
division of the Central Valley project. We are in favor of construction, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of the Trinity River division pursuant to Federal 
reclamation laws. 

We are in favor of a major storage reservoir on the Trinity River with a 
eapacity of 2,500,000 acre-feet, a conveyance system consisting of tunnels, dams, 
and appurtenant works to transport Trinity River water to the Sacramento 
River, and to such other areas as may be determined feasible for surplus water 
properly stored, providing that full protection is guaranteed to existing and 
future water requirements in the Trinity River watershed. 

We are mindful of the provisions of reclamation law which require the type 
of water flow necessary to maintain fish life and propagation thereof and ap- 
prove compliance therewith in development of the Trinity River project. We 
also approve that an appropriate share of the cost of the project be allocated 
to the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife. 

We approve authorization and construction of hydroelectric powerplants with 
a total generating capacity of approximately 233,000 kilowatts, and such electric 
transmission facilities as may be required to deliver the output of said power- 
plants to other facilities of the Central Valley project and to furnish energy 
in Trinity County. Ali such facilities to be federally constructed and operated. 

We are unalterably opposed to alternative proposals to sell “falling water” 
from the Trinity River division to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. of California, 
or to any other private utility. We contend that any such separation of the power 
facilities from the water facilities of the Trinity project, and thus their separa- 
tion from the parent Central Valley project, would be detrimental to the public 
interest and an abrogation of the right of the people to the full use of power 
generated from reclamation projects in accordance with provisions of reclama- 
tion law. 

We want to thank you for your long and constructive efforts to get the 
Federal Government to construct the Trinity River division and for these early 
hearings. 

AS suggested by its name, our committee operates as a research and legisla- 
tive body for our members. We came into being more than 15 years ago when 
farm income for specialty growers was severely curtailed. 

During those 15 years we have given considerable time to studying Cali- 
fornia’s need for conserving the water from its rivers, presently wasting to the 
sea, and have supported Federal reclamation projects to conserve these waters 
and transport them, with the use of publicly generated power, to areas of 
greatest need. 

We were active in obtaining congressional approval for Folsom Dam on the 
American River and have since that time (1949) urged rapid authorization and 
construction of the Trinity River division of the Central Valley project as one 
of the most feasible, beneficial, and economical methods for meeting the irriga- 
tion requirements of farmers in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. 

We approve the January 31, 1952, report of then regional director of the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, California, Richard L. Boke, and were 
pleased that the Secretary of the Interior on January 2, 1953, made a finding of 
feasibility for construction of the Trinity River division of the Central Valley 
project. 

More than 2 years have elapsed since this finding was made. The delay oc 
easioned by failure to start construction of the Trinity project at that time 
is regrettable, especially in view of population growth demands on California’s 
too-meager water supply, dry years resulting in a constantly falling water table 
and a near-crisis condition for farmers operating in these water-deficient areas. 

We note today that on April 7 Mr. EF. L. Christian, of Sacramento, head of the 
Water Control Section of the United States Bureau of Reclamation, said that the 
water outlook is beginning to move into the “critical stage.” The California 
Division of Water Resources said that the snowpack was below average on 
March 10 and the Weather Bureau said that most of California has been without 
substantial rainfall since March 14, and no immediate relief is in sight. 

Twelve San Joaquin Valley irrigation districts will have to take a 35-percent 
cut in class 2 Central Valley project water remaining to be delivered from Friant 
Dam. 

Sacramento Valley farmers, said Mr. Christian, will probably not suffer any 
drought damage since the Shasta Dam carryover storage should be adequate to 
supplement the supply in the Sacramento River. 
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However, he warned that growers obtaining water from the Feather and Yuba 
Rivers have no supplementary sources to call upon except power dams of the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. These low-level dams were built for one purpose only— 
to provide all-year-round commercial power. By failing to store water during 
the winter heavy runoff, irrigationists are deprived of such water during dry 
periods such as the present and during the summer months when crops must 
have this water or perish. 

The situation this year demonstrates more clearly than ever the need for an 
integrated Central Valley Basin conservation plan of which the Trinity River 
division is the most feasible current part. 

It also demonstrates why the power facilities of the Trinity River project 
must be constructed and operated as part of the Federal plan. 

A great part of California’s wealth has its source in the over $2 billion annual 
gross revenue from agricultural production. Water for irrigation must be 
pumped from areas of oversupply to those of undersupply. The Central Valley 
project, approved by the people of California, and whose initial stages have 
been constructed by the Federal Government on the basis of a water-power 
partnership, was conceived for the express purpose of transferring water to 
areas where it could be beneficially used. Project power made this transfer 
possible. 

Project power made it possible for the Federal Government to provide irriga- 
tion water at a cost sufficiently low to be economically acceptable to farmers. 

Project power developed as part of the Trinity River phase of the Central 
Valley project will assure vast agricultural areas stricken by drought this year 
and subject to further restrictions in water supply, that Central Valley water, 
conserved and stored during the winter runoff, will reach them at a price which 
they can afford to pay. 

It has been a source of great satisfaction to our committee, composed as it is, 
of farmers from both political parties, that during the past 2 weeks the Governor 
of the State of California, the Lieutenant Governor, and a growing number of 
Members of Congress and the State legislature have united in support of immedi- 
ate Federal construction of the Trinity River project. 

In a special message to the State Legislature April 6, 1955, Governor Goodwin 
J. Knight said: 

“The plan of the Department of the Interior for the development of the Trin- 
ity project has heretofore been submitted to and favorably recommended by the 
executive branch of the State government on January 12, 1953. 

“There is now pending in the Congress legislation to provide for Federal con- 
struction of this project as a unit of the Central Valley project. I reiterate my 
recommendation of last January that the legislature adopt a joint resolution urg- 
ing the Congress to take favorable action on appropriate legislation to authorize 
construction of the project.” 

Speaking of the need for both the Trinity and San Luis units of the Central 
Valley project, Lt. Gov. Harold J. Powers said April 4: “We need them both 
now. The more we lag in their construction, the more that need will influence 
and handicap our economy. Each year of delay will be costly for their are parts 
of the State which cannot hold their own without additional water supplies.” 

Our committee last year supported Senate and House bills for the Trinity-San 
Luis project, federally constructed and operated as part of the Central Valley 

roject. 
. This year we have endorsed 8. 178 (Kuchel and Knowland), and House bills 
105, Engle and 2672, Sisk. Since the San Luis phase of the Trinity River diver- 
sion and storage project, as originally included in these bills, has been scheduled 
for later consideration, we have not included in this statement special arguments 
for the San Luis unit, although we are on record for it, 

Our committee would appreciate having this letter made part of the record 
of the April 13-15 hearings on the Trinity River project. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 
Jor C. Lewis, Chairman. 
Mrs. GracE McDONALD, 
Executive Secretary. 


Mr. Asprnatu. If no other members of the committee have requests 
to make, the committee stands adjourned. | ‘ 
(Thereupon, at 4:05 p. m., Friday, April 15, 1955, the hearings were 


concluded.) 
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